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CURRENT TOPICS. 


On Sarurpay in last week Mr. Justice Byrznz announced 
that he had arranged, after consulting with Mr. Justice 
Buoxtey, to take twelve non-witness actions from his brother 
judge’s list, some of which would be in the paper for hearing on 
Wednesday last. He would proceed with the hearing of such 
of the witness actions as had then become effective after he had 
disposed of the twelve transferred non-witness actions. 


Ir 1s A QUESTION open to a considerable anfount of argument 
whether the powers of trading which are so extensively 
bestowed on local authorities may not be brought into conflict 
with the powers of delegated government, the exercise of which 
is the first duty of such authorities. In a case before Farwext, 
J. (Walker Urban District Council vy. Wigham, Richardson, & Co. 
(Limited), reported elsewhere), the learned judge animad verted on 
the possibility of a municipal authority using the 
avowedly given for the protection of public health for the 
purpose of impeding the business of a company which might be 
a rival in trade. In that case the defendants had constructed a 
tunnel, to carry electric cables from one part of their premises 
to another, under a iage-way which was in the 
council. The council claimed the right of removing, not only 
the tunnel, but also the cables, under section 26 of the Local 
Government Act, 1875. The y desired a polyphase 
system, which the council, though endowed with power to supply 
electricity, was unable to give them, it 
supplying a direct current. The question only arose incidentally 
and was not material to the issue, being avoided by the action 
of the company, who purposely relaid the wires below the level 
of the foundations of the tunnel. But if the wires had remained 
in the tunnel, and the council had then been empowered to 
remove them under the Act, there would have been a serious 
case of handicapping the operations of trade rivals on the 
part of a local authority. Municipal trading has already been 
indulged in with great freedom, and it is a matter of national 
importance that it should not be permitted to increase to such an 
extent, even in one branch of commerce, as will involve the 
hampering, and possibly the ultimate extinction, of private 
enterprize. 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, takes 
exception to the decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the Lancaster 
Palatine Court in Re Webster and Jones’ Contract (ante, p. 71) upon 
which we commented last week, The point at issue is as to the 
meaning of ‘‘deducing title” for the purpose of entitling a 
soliciter to the scale fee under the Remuneration Order. The 
Vice-Chancellor, adopting a very strict construction of the term 
‘*deducing,” held that there can be no deduction of title where 
the abstract shews only the inal document, whether con- 
veyance or lease, under which the vendor holds the property ; 
and this decision seemed to gain support from that of Kexewicx, 
J., in Re Wellby.and Still (43 W. R. 73; 1894, 3 Ch. 641), where, 
although the mortgagor’s solicitor did not deliver a 
abstract, yet he supplied pertionleve of the leases and a form of the 
covenants. It may be bted, however, whether the learned 
Vice-Chancellor attached sufficient weight to the circumstance 
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that in the case before him the contract provided for delivery of 
an abstract, and that an abstract was actually delivered. It seems 
to have been overlooked that even an abstract consisting of only 
one document may furnish ground for substantial requisitions, 
which have to be dealt with by the vendor’s solicitor, and the 
actual work involved may considerably exceed that occasioned 
by an abstract consisting of several documents, but shewing a 
simple and clear title. As we observed last week, there is no 
difficulty in reading ‘‘deducing title” as equivaleut to “establish- 
ing title,” and our correspondent argues forcibly upon similar 
lines. The work, he poiats out, ordinarily understood by the term 
is not restricted by its narrow etymological meaning, but includes 
all that is necessary to shew a good title in the vendor, 
and this work by no means depends entirely upon the number 
of the documents appearing upon the abstract. Oases where 
there is only one document are not so uncommon that the 
Legislature might not have been expected expressly to exclude 
them had such been the intention. Having regard to the terms 
of the Remuneration Order and to conveyancing practice, there is 
considerable doubt whether Re Webster and Jones’ Contract can be 
supported. 





In stamprne documents it is necessary to keep continually in 
mind the provision of section 4 of the Stamp Act, 1891, that an 
instrument containing several distinct matters is to be stamped 
separately as to each matter. In respect of leases, however, 
section 77 (2) introduces the important relaxation that where the 
lease is made for a consideration in respect of which it is 
chargeable with ad valorem duty, and also in consideration of a 
covenant to repair or improve the demised property, “‘or of any 
covenant relating to the matter of the lease,” it is not to be 
charged with any duty in respect of such further consideration ; 
and a similar provision with respect to conveyances on 
sale is made by section 10 of the Finance Act, 1900. An 
interesting decision as to the extent to which a covenant 
will be treated as a covenant relating to the matter of the lease 
has been given by the Court of Appeal in Zhe British Electric 
Traction Co. (Limited) v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue ( Times, 
27th inst.). The company had taken from a municipal cor- 
aye a lease of the borough tramways, and the payments to 

made to the corporation were (4) a clear rent or sum of 
63 per cent. on the cost of the construction and electrical 
equipment of the tramways; part of this sum was ascertainable 
at the date of the lease and amounted to £3,250 a year; (b) a 
sum of £100 a year for each of the nine miles of the tramways 
in lieu of repairing the roads; (c) a further uncertain sum 
reserved as rent in certain contingencies; and (d) a fixed 
payment of 2d. per Board of Trade unit for all electrical 
energy required which the company agreed to take from the 
corporation, with a minimum yearly payment of £4,000, It 
was clear that the lease was subject to ad valorem duty in respect 
of payment (a) and to 10s. in respect of payment (c), But the 
Crown also claimed ad valorem duty in respect of (b) and (d), 
and upon this claim the Divisional Court (Kennzpy and 
Paumorg, JJ.) differed. As to the £900 a year in lieu of 
repairing roads, the Court of Appeal have held that, inasmuch 
as the duty of repairing was by statute im on the corpora- 
tion, this was substantially an addition to the rent ; but as to the 
chief item—the fixed minimum payment of £4,000 a year for 
electrical energy—they declined either to recognize this as rent 
or to treat the agreement for paying it as a covenant for pay- 
ment of an annuity and chargeable as such. The covenant related 
to the subject-matter of the lease, and attracted no further duty. 


In comMENTING (ante, p. 62) on the decision of a Divisional 
Court in Geutel v. Rapps we referred to the tendency of 
the courts (particularly since the case of Kruse v. Johnson 
(1898, 2 Q. B. 91)) to uphold bye-laws made by a local 
authority in pursuance of a statutory power. In Nash v. 
Finlay, decided on the 21st inst., the same court found 
themselves unable to support a bye-law for “good rule 
and government” made under section 23 of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882. The bye-law formed one of a set of 
bye-laws relating to specific annoyances in streets, but it was 


been settled law that a bye-law to he valid must, 

other conditions, be certain—that is, it must ‘‘ contain adequyy 
information as to the duties of those who areto obey.” This gy 
pointed out by Maruew, J., in delivering his dissentient j udgmey 
in Kruse v. Johnson, and it is fully.borae out by the 6 
authorities to which he raferred : City of London case (8 Oo. Ray 
121b), Framework Knitters Co. v. Green (t Li. Raya. 113). 
decidiag that the bye-law in Nush v. Finlay was void for m 
certainty, the court were not depa.ting from the rules laid dom 
by previous authorities. In Brabham v. Wookey, oa the 2taj 
inst., the cases as to bye-laws were not precisely ia point, th 
rohibition under discussion being contained in a local Ag: 
its subject-matter was, however, similar to that of the bye-lay 
in Geutel v. Rapps. The local Act imposed a penalty on ay 
person who used indecent language to the annoyance of thy 
inhabitants or passengers; the words complained of were use 
by a man inside the open door of his house and were audible ly 
the police outside, but no evidence of actual annoyance wy 
given. The conviction was upheld, the court holding that then 
was evidence to support it. This decision bears a resemb 

to that in Mayhew v. Sutton (ante, pp. 51, 62) as to driving to ty 
common danger of passengers. 





THE DistTIncTION between bond fide hire-purchase agreeme 
which can be entered into safely, and such as are merely colow 
able transactions arranged for the purpose of securing ¢ 
advance of money and therefore liable to be declared vi 
under the Bills of Sale Acts, is well established. In the rece 
case of Mellor’s Trustee v. Maas § Co. (ante, p 52) an agreemesl 
was held, under somewhat special circumstances, to fall withis 
the latter category. On the 4th of May, 1899, Mzxxor hui 
agreed te-purchase a hotel and furniture for £30,000, ¢ 
purchase to be completed on the 15th of thesame month. Wha 
the latter date arrived he required £2,000 to make up 
purchase-money, and as he could not directly borrow this, it 
arranged that Maas & Oo., who were wine and pit 
merchants, should buy the furniture for £2,000, and shod 
let it to Mgxtor on a hire-purchase agreement, he at the sam 
time agreeing to take all wines and spirits from them until ¢ 
instalments were paid off. This was done and the purch 
completed, the £2,000 being paid to the vendor by Maas & 0 
and the hire-purchase agreement with Mettor being execu 
Upon Mettor’s bankruptcy in December, 1900, Maas & 0 
seized the goods, which were also claimed by the trustee! 
bankruptcy. By consent they were sold, and the proceed 
£1,750—paid into court. Had the entire property in the fun 
ture, legal and beneficial, passed to Maas & Cv., it seems t 
the hire-purchase agreement would have been valid. Ont 
other hand, if the beneficial interest was all the time in Mz 
under his original contract to purchase the hotel and furnitu 
and if the arrangement was merely a scheme to 6 
him to borrow money on the furniture to make up 
purchase-money, then, in accordance with the principle 
Beckett v. Tower Assets Co. (89 W. R. 488; 1891, 1 Q. B, 6 
the hire-purchase agreement was really a bill of sale and 
void for want of registration. In the case just mentioned t 
was asale of furniture by the landlord, who had putin a fri 
distress ; and the purchaser, who had been previously appl 
to for an advance, left it with the tenant on a hire-p 
agreement. It was held by the Court of Appeal that the ¢ 
must look at the true nature of the transaction, that the | 
ficial interest really remained in she tenant, and that the 
object was to make the furniture security for an advance 
was not difficult to put the same construction on the pi 
transaction. The real owner of the furniture was MeL1on, 
the arrangement with Maas & Oo, was no more than a s 
for borrowing £2,000. Accordingly‘the claim of the tru 
bankruptcy prevailed. 































An rvTErzstine decision has been given by Rrvxzy, Ji 
Mumford v. Walker (Times, 21st inst.) on the constructi@ 
covenants in leases of public-houses which are designed tog 
against the loss of the licence through the misconduct 
lessee or his under-tenant. Of course it would be easy 





iteelf couched in very general e—‘* no nycon shall 
wilfully annoy passengers in the public streets.” It has long 





all doubt in such matters by making the lessee give an 
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govenant that the licence should be in existence upon the 
expiration of the term, but this, as was pointed out by Lord 
Ssarp in Bryant v. Hancock & Co, (1899, A. C., p. 446), would 
be to impose too heavy a burden upon him. ‘It is hardly 
conceivable,” he said, “that the tenant should undertake such 
an obligation when it is borne in mind that licences are 
frequently not renewed owing entirely to local circumstances, such 
as the view of the justices that the number of houses in a 
given area is too great and should be diminished.” But if 
the lessee is not to guarantee the continued existence of the 
licence absolutely, it is not always, as the cases shew, easy to 
impose upon him such liability as shall insure the lessor against 
the licence being lost by misconduct. An under-tenant is not 
an “assign” within the meaning of a covenant which binds the 
lessee and his assigns, and upon this ground the lessor may find 
himself without a remedy. Such was the case in Bryant v. 
Hancock & Co. (supra). According to the part of the covenant 
which was held to be applicable to the circumstances of the case, 
the lessee had covenanted that he and his assigns would not 
wilfully do or suffer anything which might be a reasonable 
ground for withholding the licence. Renewal of the licence 
was refused in consequence of an offence against the 
licensing laws committed by the under-lessee. It was held 
by the Court of Appeal (46 W. R. 386; 1898, 1 Q. B. 716) 
and the House of Lords that this was no breach of the covenant 
by the assigns of the lessee, who were consequently not liable. 
There had been no wilful misconduct on their part. It would 
have been different had the claim been based on the earlier portion 
of the covenant, which was an absolute stipulation against the 
forfeiture of the licence. This distinction between an absolute 
and a qualified covenant has been followed by Rrvtey, J., in 
the present case. The lessee had covenanted for himself and 
his assigns (inter alia) that he would so conduct the house as to 
afford no reasonable ground for objecting to the renewal of the 
licence. The occupying tenant was convicted of opening the 
house in prohibited hours, and was fined. This was alleged as 
a breach of covenant, and in an action against the trustees of the 
will of the lessee and against the assigns of the lease the 
damages were assessed at £375. For that amount Ritey, J., 
has now decided that the lessor is entitled to judgment. The 
covenant was not, as in Bryant v. Hancock & Co., confined to 
wilful conduct of the lessor or his assigns, but—so the learned 
judge held—was absolute and made them guarantors for the 
under-tenant. The distinction should be carefully borne in 
mind in framing covenants of this nature. 


By tue Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, the body which 
supplies any town or district with water is bound to supply 
water sufficient for the ‘“‘ domestic use” of all ‘the inhabitants, 
in consideration of a rate on the annual value of the house 
supplied. It is provided further, by section 12 of the Water- 
works Clauses Act, 1863, that ‘‘a supply of water for domestic 
purposes shall not include a supply for any trade, 
manufacture, or business.” A great many of the largest water 
companies exist under private Acts of earlier date than 1863, 
but nearly every one of these Acts contains a similar provision 
with regard to the supply for domestic purposes. Nowhere, 
however, is there any definition of ‘‘ domestic purpeses,” except 
negatively, and this has given rise to many disputes. The 
latest case on the subject is Pidgeon v. The Great Yarmouth Water 
Co., argued on appeal from a court of summary jurisdiction this 
week in the King’s Bench Division. The appellant was a 
boarding-house keeper, and the respondents refused to supply 
his house with water on the ordinary terms by water-rate, and 
claimed to be entitled to make a special agreement as to the supply 
and the mode of payment. If the water supplied was for domestic 
use, the appellant was right ; if it was supplied “for any trade, 
manufacture, or business,” then the respondents were right. The 
magistrates took the latter view, but the High Court has now 
reversed their decision. The point is one on which there is much 
to be said on either side. On the one hand, keeping a boarding- 
house is a business; but, on the other hand, the water used in 
the house is only used for washing, drinking, closets, &c., all of 
Which are domestic purposes. In Cooke v. The New River Co. 

(88 Oh. D, 56) the house supplied was a large city warehouse of 





high rateable value. Water was not used in it for any pur- 
poses directly connected with the business, but only by the 
employees for washing, drinking, closets, &c. None of these 
persons lived on the premises, and the amount of water consumed 
was very small in proportion to the value of the house. Under 
these circumstances the occupier of the warehouse claimed to be 
entitled to a supply by meter, but the company demanded pay- 
ment of the ordinary rate, on the ground that the supply was 
merely for domestic pu In this case the company 
succeeded, but the companies cannot have it both ways, and it 
has generally been to their interest in the cases which have 
been raised to argue in favour of the purpose being a 
business purpose. In Liskeard Unton v. Inskeard Waterworks 
Co. (30 W. R. 292, 7 Q. B. D. 505) it was held that a 
supply of water to a workhouse was a supply for domestic 
purposes, and that the company were not entitled to make a 
special agreement with the ians as to the supply. In the 
very recent case of Barnard Castle Urban District Council v. 
Wilson (17 T. L. R. 754) the plaintiffs owned the waterworks, 
and the defendants were the governors of a school not carried on 
for profit. The defendants made a swimming bath on the 
school premises, whereupon the plaintiffs objected to supply it 
with water except at a special rate. Farwewt, J., however, 
decided that the supply of water was for a domestic purpose, 
not for a business purpose, and that water must be supplied for 
a rate on the annual value of the school premises in the ordinary 
way. This last decision, though of course not binding on the 
King’s Bench Division, seems to have had considerable weight 
with the judges, and along with the recent decision, goes a long 
way towards clearing up many of the doubts that have existed. 
It is submitted that the result of the cases may be thus 
summarized : The test is, not whether the persons using the 
water reside upon or occupy the premises; nor whether the 
premises are used for business purposes or merely as a private 
residence. The test is the use made of the water by the 
persons using it. This use may be a ‘“‘domestic use” none 
the less because the water is used on business premises, or by 
persons who do not reside on those premises. As was laid 
down by the court in the recent case, the words of the Act refer 
to some more direct use of water in connection with a business 
than the mere use of it for domestic purposes by the inmates of 
the house in which the business is carried on. And there is no 
difference whether those inmates are merely guests who pay 
nothing, or paying lodgers, or pupils in a school, or persons 
employed in a warehouse. Water for ‘‘ domestic purposes” 
means water used for the ordinary purposes of domestic life. 





Toe cask of Rex v. Mayor, §c., of Stepney, before a 
Divisional Court last week, decided a question of importance 
as to the assessment of the compensation payable for loss 
of office in cases to which section 120 of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888, applies. The establishment of the metro- 
politan boroughs under the London Government Act, 1899, 
hes resulted ia the supersession of a very large number of 
local authorities whose powers and duties have been trans- 
ferred to the new borough councils, and by section 30 of the 
Act the provisions of the Act of 1888 as to compensation are 
made applicable where the officers of the old authorities have 
lost their offices. Such officers are entitled to have compensation 
paid to them by the borough councils, and in determiaing the 
amount, section 120 requires that regard shall be had to the con- 
ditions of the appointment, the nature of the service, and to the 
circumstances of the case, but the compensation is not to exceed 
‘the amount which under the Acts and rules relating to Her 
mn on abolition of 
office.” The Stepney Council had to consider the case of the 
clerk to the vestry of one of the parishes which is now comprised 
in the borough of Stepney; he had not been required to devote 
the whole of his time to the duties of his office, being in fact a 
practising solicitor. The council applied to the Treasury for a 
statement of their “ practice” in a case of this kind, and were 
informed that the practice in cases under the Act of 1888 was to 
ascertain the full smount of compensation, based on the amount 
of the salary and the number of years’ service (as provided by 
the Superannuation Act, 1859), and to deduct one- from 
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the amount so arriv-d at. Tne council treated this statement of 
practice as a Civil Service rule made binding upon them by the 
Act of 1888, and, without exercising any discretiun of their own, 
fixed the compensation in accordance with the Treasury practice. 
It is clear that where an authority, acting under a mistaken view 
of the law, declines to exervise a discretion vested in them a 
mondamus will lie to compel them to dos: Reg v. St. Pancras 
Vestry (24 Q. B. D. 371). In the present case it was contended 
that the council had no discretion, and also that the alternative 
remedy given by the Local Government Act, 1888, s. 120 (viz., 
by appeal to the Treasury) was sufficient to prevent a writ of 
mandamus from issuing: see Pasmore v. Oswaldtwistle Urban 
District Council (1838 A. O. 387). Had the council acted 
upon a definite Civil Service rule applicable to the case, the 
former ground of defence might have been maintainable, 
though it does not appear that the Act of 1888 makes such a 
rule binding except as to the maximum limit of the compensa- 
tion ; but the council had not so acted; they had relied upon a 
statement as to the ‘‘ practice’ of the Treasury, not, apparently, 
relating to the Civil Service. The Act contemplates the existence 
of a definite code of rules, but no such rules appear ever to have 
been made, nor do the Superannuation Act, 1859, and its 
amending Acts confer any power on the Treasury to make 
them. The second line of defence also failed: the appeal to 
the Treasury is as to the refusal to grant compensation or as to 
the amount granted. Such an appeal is clearly not a sufficient 
alternative remedy to mandamus, the object of which is to compel 
the council to consider the case in the first instance. The court 
were undoubtedly right in allowing the mandamus to go on these 
grounds, but the borough councils are placed in a difficult 
position ; apparently they must look for the maximum allowance 
to the Act of 1859 only, and must read section 120 of the Act of 
1888 as if all reference to “ rules” were eliminated therefrom. 





Tue rience light which beats upon the High Court is, 
perhaps, somewhat wanting in the case of a county court, but 
the want does not in general detract from the sense of responsi- 
bility under which the judges of the inferior tribunals conduct 
their business. It is to be regretted, therefore, that Judge 
Russet should have allowed himself to speak of the reasons 
which induce parties to have a jury in county court cases in the 
manner attributed to him in the report in a local paper of the 
case of Price v. Densham recently tried in the Croydon County 
Court. <A jury, it seems, had been originally required by the 
defendant, but at the opening of the case the judge asked if it 
could not be dispensed with. To this the defendant’s counsel 
assented, but the plaintiff’s counsel objected, and the jury 
was retained. With the merits of the case, which related 
to the right of a house agent, who voluntarily intervenes 
in finding a purchaser for property, to charge the vendor with 
his commission, we are not concerned. But after the jury had 
found for the defendant, the judge endorsed their verdict and 
proceeded, if the report is correct, to make some very strong 
observations upon the class of cases in which juries are sum- 
moned. The actual expression appearing in the report we 
prefer not to quote. It is enough that it implied that this was 
only done in hopeless cases where the plaintiff might get a 
verdict from the jury, but could not possibly get anything from 
the judge. Now, it may well be that a jury is regarded as a 
more sympathetic tribunal than a judge, and the tendency in 
modern practice is to prefer a trial before a judge sitting 
alone. But remarks such as those attributed to Judge 
Russert have a tendency to interfere with the undoubted 
right of the parties to have a jury, and, as long as this 
a remains, it is, to say the least of it, somewhat ill- 

vised for a county court judge to use expressions which 
must prejudice in his district all litigants who choose to 
exercise right. The thing only requires to be stated fur 
ite impropriety to be at once apparent. It must not be 
forgotten also that there may be very good reasons for 
requiring a jury. It is thus made certain that there will be a 
clear distinction between facts and law, and it is much more 
easy to appeal against a misdirection by a judge toa jury than 
against a misdirection by a judge to himself. At any rate, 
remarks by a judge which tend to bring the system of juries 
into contempt are obiter dicta which might well be kept back. 


RENEWAL OF CERTIFICATES TO UNDISCHARGED 


BANKRUPT SOLICITORS. 


Ir is no matter of regret that the Oourt of Appeal, in the appli. 
cation by a solicitor which came before it on W -daesday, has oven 
ruled the decision of the Divisional Oourt (Witts and Root 
JJ.) in Re A Solicitor (47 W. R. 575), and has held that thy 
Incorporated Law Society, as the registrar of solicitors, has ny 
power to refuse the renewal of a solicitor’s certificate on thy 
ground that he is an undischarged bankrupt. That jurisdig. 
tion to refuse renewal on this ground ought to reside some when 
is clear. But the only jurisdiction which could possibly by 
established under the existing law was of a very undesirably 
nature; and it is much better that the matter should be deal 
with by legislation upon the lines of the Bill promoted by the 
Council of the Society last session. 

Upon the language of section 23 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, 
which regulates the renewal of certificates, it is scarcely possible 
to suggest that any discretion is vested in the registrar, 
Certain particulars as to name and place of residence, and so on, 
have to be furnished by the applicant in his declaration ig 
writing, ‘‘and the said registrar shall, after the expiration of 
six days after the delivery of such declaration (unless he shall 
see cause and have reason to believe that the party applying 
for such certificate is not upon the said roll of . . . solicitors), 
deliver to the . solicitor on demand 4 
certificate.” This direction is peremptory in its terms, and the 
only question which it leaves for the decision of the registrar is 
whether the applicant is in fact identical with a person already 
on the roll. If he is, then the new certificate is to issue asa 
matter of course. Nothing is said as to any inquiry into the 
character or conduct of the applicant, and in this connection the 
society, as registrar, is not competent to make any inquiry. Bat 
the defect of section 23, it has been argued, is cured by section 24, 
which points out what is to be done if the certificate is refused, 
‘* In case the said registrar shall decliae to issue such certificate 
as he is hereinbefore directed and required to give,”’ the solicitor may 
apply to the High Court or to the Master of the Rolls, ‘ who 
are hereby respectively authorized to make such order in the 
matter as shall be just, and to order payment of costs by and to 
either of the parties, if they shall see fit.” 

The beginning of this enactment emphasizes by the words in 
italics the peremptory nature of the direction already given w 
the registrars. But then comes the provision which is the sole 
foundation for the argument in favour of the wider construction 
of the statute. The court, having once got the matter before 
it, may make such order as shall be just; and this, it is 
said, sets the whole matter at large, and enables the 
court to inquire generally into the fitness of the solicitor, 
and to refuse the certificate if justico—by which apparently, 
upon this reasoning, is meant the public interest—requirs 
it. In the earlier case the Divisional Oourt went # 
far as to transfer the discretion, which by section 25 seem 
to be vested in the court, to the registrar. Taking tht 
two sections together, the registrar firat had a discretion # 
refuse the application, and then, upon appeal, the court coull 
examine into the propriety of this exerciee of the discretion 
But sections of an Act of Parliament are not to be mixed up it 
this way. If section 23 vests no discretion in the registrar— 
except as regards identity—he cannot acquire a discretion by 
reflection, as it were, from the judicial discretion uader section 
24. On the present appeal counsel for the Incorporated Lat 
Society recognized the impossibility of supporting the decisiond 
Wits and Rivtey, JJ., so far as it ascribed a general discretion 
to the registrar, and an attempt was made to steer a mi( 
course. he registrar, it was said, though he could at 
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simply refuse to issue the certificate, teaviag the applicaat® 
get it from the court if he could; and when he was oni) 
before the court there was full discretion to deal with the ¢ 
on its merits. But the flaw in the argument is ubvious. 
registrar does not exercise a discretion in refusiug the certific 
he simply neglects to perform his duty; and the curt, so 
from being at liberty to hold an inquiry iato the solicitur’s 0 
duct, must do the only thing which under such circumstances 






















just—it must order the registrar to perform his duty and issue 
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interests of the public and of the bankrupts would alike ba 
— Now that it is clear that the case of undischarged 





additional reason for securing next session the passing of a 
measure similar to the Solicitors Bill of this year. 


COVENANTS RUNNING 


We have already considered one of the points dealt with in Mr. 
Justice Farwet1’s important judgment in Manchester Brewery 
Co. ¥. Coombs (1901, 2 Ch. 608)—namely, the extent to which a 
covenant tying a public-house remains operative when there has 
been an assignment of the reversion in the house and of the 
business to which it was tied, and also a removal of the business 
to different premises. 
established by Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W.R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9), 
and it applied under new circumstances the principle there laid 
down, that the equitable interest which a person has in land, by 
virtue of his r'ght to compel specific performance of a contract, 
villin genera] put him in the same position as regards the other 
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vith Broappents (Limited), therein called “the landlords,” to 
take a hotel as tenant from year to year, at a yearly rent of £400, 
subject to the tenancy being determined by a three months’ 
notice on either side, and he thereby agreed with the landlords 
to take certain liquors from them. Broapsents (Limited), who 
Were the owners in fee of the hotel, did not execute the 
‘greement, but the defendant went into possession and occupied 














extending the phrase “landlords” to the successors and assigns 





entered 






(iteluding the hotel in question), and the goodwill of their 
usiness, and in June, 1899, the property comprised in 
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: Plaintiffs gave him notice that they had taken over the 
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certificate. For thie reason, accordingly, the Court of Appeal 
reversed the decision of the eourt below, which had simply 
Yoliowed, without discussion, the decision of Wir1s and Rivrey, 
J., and held that the Incorporated Law Society are not 
sntitled to refuse the renewal of certificates to solicitors who are 
undischarged bankrupts. 
The result, as we have already intimated, is satisfac- 
tory: Had the power contended for been established, it would 
have meant that certificates in all cases falling within the 
condemned category would have been refused as of course, and 
there would be no proper inquiry except upon the appeal to the 
cout. Bankruptcies, however, are of many kinds, and while 
some are the result of conduct bordering on the criminal, and 
are an obvious disqualification for the responsible position of a 
solicitor, others are innocent and cast no slur upon the bankrupt. 
In these latter cases there is no reason why the bankrupt 
solicitor should be deprived of the right of following his occupa- 
tion, and earning his own living, which is enjoyed by bankrupts 
in other callings; but this object might be defeated if, asa 
condition of renewal of the certificate, the solicitor was bound to 
have the circumstances of his bankruptcy again made public. 
This would be avoided under the procedure proposed by the 
Solicitors Bill of last session. Under that Bill express power 
was to be given to the Incorporated Law Society to suspend the 
issue of a certificate to an undischarged bankrupt, leaving him 
a right of appeal to the Master of the Rolls. The society, 
therefore, in exercising this discretion, would be entitled to 
discriminate sccording to the nature of the bankruptcy, and the 





ankrupts cannot be dealt with under the existing law, there is 








WITH THE REVERSION. 
I, 


The second point related to the doctrine 


y to the contract as though the contract had been performed, 
nd his equitable interest had become clothed with the legal 


In 1892 the defendant executed under seal an agreement 


@ hotel as their tenant. There were no words in the agreement 


Broapsents (Limited). In March, 1899, the landlords 
into a contract with the plaintiffs for the 
® to them of their brewery and various tied houses 


contract was conveyed to the plaintiffs; but there was no 
ress conveyance of the goodwill or of the benefit of the tied- 
suse covenants, and neither the contract nor the conveyance 
any express reference to the defendant's tenancy, 
was still subsisting. In the same month—June, 1899— 


of Broapsgnts (Limited), and subsequently he pur- 
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mention of indentures of lease in the enacting pa’ 
though section 10 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which extends 
32 Hen. 8, c. 34, speaks only of leases, it is uolikely—see, how- 
ever, the contrary opinion exp 
case in Ruling Cases (Vol. XV., p. 249)—that it will receive 
a different construction. 
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rent was in arrear, and the plaintiffs put in a distress, which 
he paid out under protest. In December he ceased to take 
liquors from the plaintiffs, and in January, 1900, the writ in 
the action was issued, claiming an injunction to restrain him 
from purchasing beer, &c., elsewhere. 

As stated in our former article, it was held by Farwezz1, J., 
that the covenant tyin, the house was not personal to the 
original landlords, but tha. the benefit of it was capable of run- 
ning with the reversion so as to be available for the purchasers 
of the reversion and the business ; and this, notwithstanding that 
‘‘assigns’’ were not expressly mentioned, and that the business had 
been removed to different premises. On behalf of the defendant, 
however, the point was taken that, for any covenant in a lease 
to run with the reversion in favour of an assignee, it is 
necessary that the lease shall have been made by deed; 
and since the original landlords had rd owe the 
agreement, this requisite was wanting, and their assigns 
consequently could not claim the benefit of the covenant. 
Apart from any change that may have been introduced by the 
Judicature Acts, it cannot be doubted that this argument was 
sound. At common law the benefit of a covenant entered into 
by a lessee with the lessor was incapable of passing to the 
lessor’s assign, except perhaps in the case of a covenant for pay- 
ment of rent or for rendering services in the nature of rent, 
such as suit to the lessor’s mill: Vivyan v. Arthur (1 B. & OC. 
410). The running of covenants with the reversion depends upon 
the statute 32 Hen. 8,c. 34, which by section 1 enacts that 
upon a grant by a landlord of his reversion, the grantees and 
their assigns shall have the same remedies by action for breach 
of covenants in the lease as the lessor himself, and section 2 
imposes upon the grantees a corresponding liability where 
the benefit of the covenant is on the side of the 
lessee. These provisions, it has been decided, apply only 
to cases where the lease is under seal. ‘It is clear,” 
said Parks, B., in Buckworth v. Simpson (1 OC. M. & R.,, 
p. 354), “that the statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, only applies to 
tenants under leases by indenture,” and in Standen v. Christmas 
(10 Q B. 135), where assumpsit was brought for breach of a 
contract to repair, Lord Denman, O.J., said :—‘* With regard to 
repairs, it was objected that statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, applies only 
to cases of demise by deed, and that the assignee of the reversion 
cannot sue in assumpsit on the contract made by the assignor. 
We are entirely of this opinion.” . 

In the present case Farwetx, J., referring to Standen v. 
Christmas, observed that the reason was obvious: ‘‘If the con- 








tract,” he said, ‘“‘was regarded as personal, the right to sue on 
it was not assignable at law; and if it was not by deed, there 
was no estate in which the right to sue could be inherent.” 
The reasoning is perhaps hardly satisfactory, and a reference to 
the language of the statute furnishes a ag justification for 
the construction which has been adopted. It 

say that an estate can only be created by deed. A parol lease 
complying with the Statute of Frauds vests a true estate in the 
lessee, notwithstanding that the interest of the lessee is usually 
regarded as a tenancy merely, and if the statute was applicable 
to such leases there might well be a sufficient privity of estate 
between the lessor and lessee upon which to raise the “ privity 
of contract in respect of the estate” : see argument of SazPxEeRD 
in Webb v. Russell (3 T. R. 393), quoted, as Farwett, J., points 
out, by Witpz, CJ., in Bick 
That the statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, is restricted to leases under 
seal is shewn, however, both by the preamble and by the express 


seems incorrect to 


v. Parson (5 0. B., p. 929). 
rt. And 
in the note to Svencer’s 


Assuming, then, that for the covenant to run with the 


reversion at law, the lease must have been under seal, two 
methods were suggested for meeting the difficulty, either of 
which, in the opinion of Farwzt1, 


J., was available. One 


depended upon the rule established by Buckworth vy. Simpson (1 
Oo. M. & R. 834) that, while the stipulations contained in a lease 
no; under seal do not run with the land, yet if a new 1 





i beer, &c., from them, In the following November his 
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old tenancy, an agreement on both sides will be implied that 
there shall be a new tenancy on the same terms as the old; or 
as it was put by Wizzs, J., in Cornish v. Stubbs (18 W. R. 547, 
L. R. 50. P., p. 339) in a passage quoted by Farwe tt, J., on 
the present occasion : ‘Stipulations pass to successors in the 
case of yearly tenancies also, when rent has been paid either by 
the successor of the tenant to the landlord, or by the tenant to 
the successor of the landlord, and received without objection; a 
jury, in fact, may infer from such payment, and from the fact of 
notice to quit not being given, a consent to go on on the same terms 
as before; and a conventional law is thus made equivalent to 
that of Hen. 8 in the case of leases under seal.” In the present 
case the indications in this respect were not very clear, inasmuch 
as the only rent paid by the defendant to the successors of the 
landlords was that which was paid under protest to get rid of 
the distress. But Farwett, J., held that the protest was really 
meaningless. ‘‘He was clearly,” said the learned judge, 
‘liable, and he has recognized his liability by not bringing any 
action for the illegal distress.” Hence it was held asa fact that 
the defendant had agreed that the plaintiffs should occupy the 
position of landlords to him in the same way that BroapsBEnTs 
(Limited) had done, and he was consequently bound by the 
restrictive covenant. 
(To be continued.) 








LORD RUSSELL OF KILLOWEN. 


THE late Lord Chief Justice of England deserved well of a 
biographer, and he has m+t with his deserts. Mr. BARRY O'BRIEN’s 
Lite of Lord Russell of Killowen is one of the most fascinating 
biographies which has of late years been issued to the public. In 
externals it is all that could be desired: one volume of only 400 
pages, light to handle, and printed in a large bold type, it offers 
every facility for digestion to even the tired or short-sighted reader. 
And the substance needs no help from these externals: the style is 
racy, picturesque, brilliant, by turns playful, serious and savage, 
bringing out in strong relief all the lights and shades of that strange 
and versatile character: at once high-minded and short-tempered, 
strong-willed and affectionate, a paragon of industry and a boy in 
recklessness, a violent advocate and a just judge, a devotee of the 
card-table and the racecourse, but withal a deeply religious man : 
playing a notable part on many stages, but dominated throughout by 
two overmastering motives—justice to Catholics and justice to 
Ireland. 

From the days when, in 1854, he first appearedas a solicitor-advocate 
before the petty sessions in County Antrim defending the Catholic 
peasants at Cusbendall from charges of assault upon so-call-d 
** Protes'ant days,” to the days when, in 1889, heattain+d his highest 
achievement as an advocate before the Parnell Commission, we fiud 
the same earnest motives, the same persuasive methods adapted to the 
same ends under similar circumstances, To fight an apparently 

less cause, which he believed to be right, in the face of an adverse 
— opinion, which he believed to be wrong, seemed always to raise 
to a nervous tension which developed all his finest qualities; and 
he strained every effort, not only to clear his clients, but to convince 
his adversaries. The two cases, separated by an interval of thirty-five 
years, form a remarkable _——_— and both stories are here told with 
steffect. Sir Jamzs HanneEn’s comment on the latter is given in 
nile, and runs ‘‘ Dear Russell,—A great speech worthy of a great 
occasion.— Yours, J. H.” Soin one of the Antrim cases we fiud his 
Protestant adversary solicitor congratulating RussFLL and calling for 
three cheers for his client, a Catholic priest. 

_ When RUSSELL, on the advice of two eminent Protestants and the 
girl he was to marry, decided to abandon his position in Ireland and 
try his fortunes at the English bar, he started with one great 
advantage, he came with iutroductions which insured some sort of 
success to a reasonably competent man. He never had reason to 
despsir, and never did despair, of his future. But that he turned 
this a to “ glorious gain” was his own individual achieve- 
men 

L-ving in London, he began work st Liverpool, mainly in the Court 
of Passege, occupying himself also as & pamphleteer and journalist, 
In the former capacity he write on The C-tholic in the Work- 
house; in the latter he regularly wrote the London Letter for Mr. 
A. M. BULLIVAN’s Irish paper, the Morning News, and also contributed 
to the Weekly Reyister, avd once to the Dublin Review. In the latter 
be revie~ed the Irish Secretaryship (1807-9) of the Duke of 
WELLINGTON, then Sir A. WELLESLEY, in a very impartial manner, 
Bat be soon became too busy for such occupations, which were not 
indeed to his taste, for he was not by inclination a reader or a writer, 
but s speaker and an actor. Once indeed he afterwards fell into the 
same work, but that was as « practical politician, when, to help for- 





ward the land legislation of Mr. GLADsTONE, he spent a vacation) 
Ireland writing letters to the Daily gu: gs which were afterwany 
re-published in his well-known little book under the title of Ney 
Views on Ireland. 

Mr. Barry O'BRIEN admits to the full that RussELL, li 
PARNELL, cared little for general reading. As a boy he learned by 
heart much fine poetry, which he could effectively recite; and agg 
man he could always read and digest thoroughly any book which fe 
any purpose, legal or political, he had to study. But he found» 
recreation or delight in reading, still less ia serious intellectual 
reading. Yet we are told that he always carried about with him 
his journeys in his handbag two books—Thomas 4 Kempis’ [mits 
tion of Christ and Locke On the Human Understanding. ‘Th 
first is natural enough; but the second is unintelligible for « nop 
reading man. We cannot help suspecting that the writer has mad, 
@ mistake, and that it was not the philosophical chef d wwvre Qn 
the Human Understanding which he carried, but Locke’s smaller 
essay, On the Conduct of the Understanding, which 1s a gem of 
simple, condensed wisdom, and would well correspond in intellectual 
literature to the Imitation of Christ in religious literature ; being, 
in fact, a vade mecum with which every layman, and a fortiori every 
lawyer, and above all every judge, should be familiar. We msy bk 
mistaken, but the alternative is hardly credible. It is as if he should 
be said to carry a copy of the Digest in his waistcoat pocket. 

There is one other strange error in the book. Mr. O'BRIEN iy 
obviously unread in some archwol gical matters which have recently 
mude some sensation. Inthe chapter on genealogy (which he admits 
would have made the Chief impatient) he attempts to connect his hero 
with the Dakes of BEDFORD though common Norman ancestors, the 
De RoZELs, who “ came over” as usual aud went with STRONGBOW to 
Ireland. Now Mr. Horace Rounp has complerely smasned the 
claims of the Bedford RussELLs to have any connection with the Dg 
Rozexs; and has traced the imoosture to a cooked genealogy of the 
Caroline period. Lord RussELL of KILLOWEN may have a better 
claim to descend from the DE RozELs: but we observe that, with the 
light heart of the amateur genealogist, Mr. O'BRIEN skips a century 
and a quarter with the pbrase ‘‘passing over his immediate 
descendants” : in any case the connection with the Bedford RussEis 
would be not proven. i a 

These are, however, very trifling blots upon a work which is with- 
out doubt a work of art in literary portraiture. Here is told, as well 
as it could be told, the story of his life—how he dominated the 
Northern Circuit in spite of his irritable temper, so that an attempted 
boycott of him by angry solicitors helpiess!y broke down; and this 
at a time when, outside the bar, people were yet asking ia London 
“‘ Whois Charles Russell ?’’; how as Attorney-General he dominated 
the bar in London, and then the constituencies, and then the 
Parneli Commission, and then the Behring Sea Arbitration Tribunal, 
and then the American public Lastly, how on ths beach he 
mastered first himself and then the courts, and the Jameson prosecu- 
tion, and then the Venezuelan Arbitration Tribunal; uatil in the 
few years he was on the bench he seemed to be univer-ally 
accepted as the most psinstaking, cousiderate, and just of jadges, 
and to have set up a new standard of industry, uprightness, aod 
dignity, which if he had lived, must have had far-reaching and 
important effects. , 

Mr. O'BRIEN bas been singularly fortunate in his materials aod 
opportunities for this work. It was seventeen years ago that he 
made up his mind that RussEL1’s life would be worth writing; and 
for all those years, and even more, he has kept » watchful eye on bis 
hero and enjoyed his intimacy. This is all the more remarkable 
because, on a first introduction some years before, he was iadignantly 
repelled by the hard, offhand manner. A common friend, PaTRIcK 
M’Maunon, was the peacemaker, and the death of the latte 
brought the other two together by a bond of common sympathy. 
And during all RussEL1’s political career he looked largely 
O’Brien for his d-tailed information on Irish history and political 
questions, and notably on the occasion of the great speech before 
the Parnell Commission. So there was a close personal 

litical intimacy between biographer and hero. And borh were 

rish—tbe one a man of action of that strong avd mixed and 
tempestuous character which al( Irishmen love because it males 
a striking picture ; the other a man of literature, with all the bright 
ness and wit and artistic feeling and fearlessness, not ovly # 
appreciate the character, but also to catch all the lights and shades 
and paiut it clearly and strongly. If there is nothing set dowal 
malice, so there is nothing kept back through favour. If Russ#lt 
electrifies the court by ps ta « respectable solicitor with ‘‘ Damt 
you, sir, sit down!” the words and the effect are reproduced ; no les 
than, if on his deathbed he performs an act of contrition, the w 
and effect are set down. In his appeals to the bighest hums 
motives in favour of International Arbitration at Saratoga, the artist 
in full sympathy with him, no less than in his lawlessness in knock mg 
down 4 poms in order to catch a train, or in his courage in enfo 

an ample apology through the Club from an insolent aris 
member of the New Rooms at Newmarket, We are able to share 
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simple and affectionate family life no less than the whirl of political 
excitement or a game of pitch and toss in his cham 

By the side of this, for these reasons, other excellent one-volume 
biographies seem to pale. LEsLIE STEPHEN'S lives of Sir JAMES 
SrePHEN or of FawcETT become dull, CunnincHam's life of Lord 
BowEN ineffective, Tom Hucuss’ life of Bishop FRASER priegish. 
If they may be compared to portraits by LAWRENCE, RICHMOND, or 
even Mixuais, this is a REMBRANDT or VELASQUEZ. Some may 
perbaps prefer that the tones sbould be softened, and the contrasts 
diminished, by at any rate a lightening of the shades. We would not 
alter one touch of this delicate and eff-ctive brush, about which there 
is nothing sordid or morbid, but all ie trenchant and sympathetic. 
We bave absta’ned from extracts; we would encourage sal. And 
if anyone should be inclined to be pharisaical in his criticism, let us 
adapt for him the words of the greatest artist poet of the nineteenth 
century, written upon another brilliant but erratic genius : 


The strife and mixture in his soul are ours; 
His glory and his genius are his own. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
““DEDUCING TITLE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I venture to submit that the decision of the Vice-Chancellor 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster in Re Webster and Jones’ Contract 





| 


is erroneous. 

It is based upon a purely fanciful, or hypothetical, interpretation, of 
the meaning of the words ‘‘ deducing title,” an expression which, 
though perhaps not the most apt, is well understood to mean the pre- 
paring and delivery of an abstract of the vendor’s title, perusing and 
snswering requisitions (if any), and obtaining and furnishing such 
information as may be required to shew a good title to the property 
wld, subject to the conditions (if any) imposed on the purchaser by 
the contract of sale, or by Act of Par/iament. 

It bas always been considered immaterial whether the title be 
long or short, and whether it be evidenced by one deed or many. 

This being the case, the dictum of the Vice-Chancellor, that if a 
vendor's title is evidenced by one deed only there is no title to deduce, 
~ ° mane no deducing of title to be charged for, is sturtling 
indeed. 

If this decieion holds good, the percentage scale will not spply to 
the sale or mortgage of leaseholds in any case in which the fs + or 
nortgegor is the original lessee, however long he may have held his 
lease, provided he has not previously encumber. d it, 

Nor will the scale apply to a sale or mortgage of freeholds, if the 
vendor or mortgagor snews no other evidence of title than his own 
touveyance, though that deed may be less than twenty years old, 
ad may contain recitals carrying back the title for a much longer 


It certainly cannot have been intended by the Legislature, or by 
@ framers of the Remuneration Order, to produce such an absurd 
fate of things as this. 

Tam no admirer of the scale, which is generally unjust, either to 
we chent or the solicitor, but as it has been imposed upon us as the 
ein which we are to be remunerated for couveyaucing business, 
Operation should not be cut down, or rendered wneartin, by such 


It is unfortunate that so few of our judges have any practical 
knowledge of the work done by our of the legal profession. 
11, Ironmonger-lave, E.C., Nov. 25. T. C. GREENFIELD. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S..J.] 





CONCERNING THE HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—You would be doing a useful thing if you could direct 
your read+rs to some source from which they could ascertain the 
depth below the ground level to which the footings of the foundations 
of our towers, churches, and monuments 

Hitherto, we have been erroneously reckoning the heights of such 
buildings from the level of the ground on which they stand, but the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in McGrath v. Niell (ante, p. 48) 
shews how wrong everyone has been, and that the heights attributed 
to the Victoria Tower, St. Paul’s Cathedral, Bow Spire, the Monu- 
ment, and similar structures are now no longer correct, and that the 
measurements ought not to have been taken from the ground but 
‘* from the bottom of the footings.” 

In the case of the Monument of the Fireof London, these might 
extend to a depth of forty feet orso, and this has now to be added to 
the figures hitherto erroneously considered to be the height of the 
column. This is already the largest column in the world and gains 
additional fame from the Lords Justices’ plan for levelling up. 

Bedford-row, Nov. 27. W. BR. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
VEAZEY v. CHATTLE. No.1. 23rd Nov. 


Mastzsr anp Servant—CompensaTion ror AccipENT—EMPLOYMENT ON 
Buritpinc—ScaFrroLDInc—WorkmgEn’s Compgnsation Act, 1897, s. 7. 


This was an appeal from an award of the jadge of the Derby County 
Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
The applicant for compensation was a workman who was accidentally 
injured while making ay eee for repairing the roof of a house. He 
and another man placed a ladder against the house, and took a “‘ crawling- 
board” up the ladder and laid it on the roof. The crawling-board was not 
attached totheladder. It was a plank about twenty feet in length, and ten 
inches in width, and across it were nailed or screwed slips of wood for 
giving a foothold to the man who was wo on it, and at the top of the 
plank on the underneath side was another slip of wood for nocd balding 
the ridge of aroof. The other man was on the ladder and h 
the lower end of the board for the purpose of it steady, and the 
of hfting the upper end 


applicant was going up the board for the 
ps the ridge of the roof, when the bent and tne applicant fell 


and was injured. The question was whether the Me pepe was employed 
on a building which was being repaired by means of a scaffolding within 
the meaning of section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The 
county court judge held that the ladder and crawling-board constituted a 
ecaffolding, and made an award in favour of the applicant. The employer 
appealed, The following cases were cited: Wood v. Walsh ¢ Sons (47 
w. R. 504; 1899,1Q B. 1009), Maude v. Brook (48 W.R. 290, 1900, 1 Q. B. 
575), Ferguson v. Green (49 W. BR. 105; 1901, 1 Q. B. 25), Hoddinott v. 
Newton, Chambers, ¢ Co. (49 W. R. 380; 1901, A. C. 49). 

Tue Covrr (Cotims, M.R., and Marnew, L.J., Smeune LJ., 
dissenting) dismissed the ap 

Cotirns, M.R., said that having regard to the judgment of the House of 
Lords in Hoddinott v. Newton, Chambers, § Co., it seemed to him impossible 
to say as a matter of law that the arran; mt used in this case could not 
be a scaffolding within the meaning of the Act. This court had held that 
a board resting upon trestles might be a scaffolding. This crawling. board 
was a platform u-ed by a workman to enable him to work at a heigat, and 
appeared just as capable of being a scaffolding as a board sm trestles. 
The decison of this court in Wood v. Walsh ¢ Sons that a ladder could not 
be a scaffolding seemed inconsistent with the decision of the House of 
Lords 


Srraiive, L,J., said that in his opinion the combination which was used 
in this case could not fairly or properly be called a scaffulding. 

Marnew, L.J , agreed with the aiaster of the Rolls.—Oovnsmi, Ruegg, 
K.U, and Cranstoun ; Chester Jones. Soxrcrrors, Cameron, Kemm, ¢ Co., 
for C. D. Miller, Derby ; Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, ¢ Co 
(Reported by F. @. Ricxss, Barrister-at-Law.| 


CATTERMOLE v. ATLANTIC TRANSPORT CO. (LIM.). 
25th Nov. 


Master anv Sxervant—Comrensation ror Accrpgsntat Inivriss—‘‘ Fac- 
Tory ’’—Surv in Wer bLockx- Facrory anp Worxsnor Act, 1895 (58 
& 59 Vicr. c. 37), s. 23—Worxmen’s Uomrgnsation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 
Vier, c. 37), s. 7—Acrion unpgr Ewrroyzrs’ Lianmurry Act, 1880—Drs- 
MISSAL OF ACTION—ASSBSSMENT OF COMPENSATION UNDER WORKMEN'S 
Comprnsation Act, 1897, s. 1, sun-spctron 4—Uosrs. 


No, 1. 





“eisions as the one in question, 


| ing compensation under the W: 


A from the decision of the of the Bow County Court. assess- 
omens od hey ach Compensation Dok 1897. The 
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plaintiff was the widow of a deceased workman, who at the time of the 
accident his death was in the employment of the defendants. The 
Minnesota, a steamship belonging to the defendants, was alongside the 
north quay of the West India Docks. She was taking in, at No, 2 hold, a 
cargo of lime from a schooner lying alongside of her. She was also taking 
in cargo from the quay at her otner holds. The defendants were them- 
selves loading the ship by their own men. The deceased man was 
employed by them in No. 2 hold in assisting to take in cargo from 
the schooner when he was killed by an accident. An action was 
brought by the plaintiff under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
but the county court judge held that the defendants were not liable 
under that Act, and dismissed the action. Application was then made 
to him under section 1, sub-section 4, of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, to assess the compensation payable. The judge thereupon 

ed to do so, and held that the deceased man, being employed in 
@ ship lying in a dock, was employed in or about a ‘“‘factory.”” He 
accordingly made au award in favour of the plaintiff for £234, and gave 
her the costs ‘‘of and incident to these proceedings.’’ The defendants 
appealed. The poitits argued were: (1) whether the deceased man, being 
employed in a ship lying in a dock, was employed in a “‘ factory ’’ within 
section 23 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, and section 7 of the 
Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897; and (2) whether the county court 
judge had any power to award costs to the plaintiff where the compeusa- 
tion was assessed under section 1, sub-section 4, of the Act of 1897. 

Tue Court (Coxtiivs, M.RB., and Srtruinc and Marsew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeul. 

Srincina, L.J., read the judgment of the court, in which he said that, 
with regard to the first pot, this court nad held, in Flowers v. Chambers 
(47 W. R. 513; 1899, 2 Q. B. 142), that a workman employed on a ship 
lynmg in a wet dock was not employed on, in, or about a dock 
within the meaning of the Act of 1897. In Raine v. Jobson (49 
W. R. 705; 1901, A. ©. 404) the House of Lords decided that a 
workman employed on a ship lying ina dry dock wax employed on, in, or 
about a dock within the meaning of the Act. The Act spoke of a *’ dock,’’ 
and made no distinction between a dry dock and a wet dock. The two 
cases were therefore inconsistent with each other, and the one in the House 
of Lords must be followed. The decision of the county court judge upon 
this point could not be disturbed. With regard to the otner point - 
namely, as to the costs—tbis raised a question which was left undecided in 
Skeggs v. Keen (1 Minton-Senhouse W. CO. O. 35), where Rigby, L.J., 
stated that the inclination of his opinion was that, where compensation 
“was aesessed under section 1, sub-section 4, of the Act of 1897, 
the workman was not entitled to any costs. The Legislature was 
dealing with proceedings in and consequent on an action over the costs 
of which the court which tried the action would have full control by the 
exercise of its ordinary jurisdiction. Section 1, sub-section 4, treated such 
an action as one in which it might be determined that the employer was 
not liable for damages, but that he was liable to pay compensation 
under the Act: evidence as to liability under the Act might therefore 
be adduced in the action. The sub-section did not, indeed, refer to 
the assessment of compensation as being made in the action, but such 
assessment certainly aruse out of and was consequent upon it. In their 
opinion the effect of the sub-section was to leave the court in which 
the actien was tried full liberty to exercite any power of awarding custs 
which it might have in the action, and to confer the additional power 
of deducting from the compeneation costs caused by the plaintiff bringing 
the action instead of proceeding under the Act. Such costs did not 
necessarily include all the costs of the action. In general the court 
to try such actions was the county court. By section 113 of the 
County Oourts Act, 1888, all the costs of any action or matter were 
to be paid by or apportioned between the parties as the court should 
think just ; and by section 186, “‘ action’? meant every proceeding which 
might be commenced by plaint, and ** matter’? meant every proceeding 
which might be commenced otherwise than by plaint. By Schedule IL., 
cl. 10, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, the duty of a county 
court judge uuder the Act was, subject to rules of court, to be part of 
the duties of the county court. In their opinion, under these enactments 
the county court judge had power to deal with the costs of the action 
including the proceedings for the assessment of compensation under 
section 1, sub-section 4, of the Act of 1897. If the court which tried the 
‘action were the High Court, it would have full power, under section 5 of the 
Judicature Act, 1890, to deal with the costs. The county court judge had dis- 
misred the action, but had ordered the defendants to pay all the costs of the 
proceedings, and had not ordered any costs to be d+ aucted from the com- 
Pemined b In general that would nos be right ; but such en order might be 

ustified by special circumstances, as if (for exsmple) the judge was satisfied 
that no costs had been caused by tue plaintiff bringing an action instead 
of proceeding under the act. Tne matter was one within the diecretion of 
the judge, and it had not been shewn that the judge exercised his dis- 
cretion on a wrong principle. The appeal therefore failed.—Oovnsz., 
B D. Kvlburn ; W. L. Lyndon-Bell and W. B. Yates. Soxscrrors, Holman, 
Birdwood, § Co. ; Rolund H. Ward. 

(Reported by W. F. Bannry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
PALMER v. CONSERVATORS OF THE RIVER THAMES. Kekewich, J. 
20th and 21st Nov. 
Fisuzpry—Insuny sy Drepomc -Corroration—Sratutony Powzrs— 
Mernop or Exzrctss—Tuames Conservancy Acts, 1857 ro 1894. 


This was an action of raane by Sir Roger Palmer as the owner of two 
peveral fisheries in the River Thames, near Maidenhead, and of 





' the money shail be paid to the credit 





ding parts of the bed of the river, against the defendar 
Conservators of the River Thames, and Wiltiam Henry Edwardg,) 
was employed by the Uonservators to dredge the bed of the river. It 
claimed that the trespass was committed by the removal of a quantity q 
sand and ballast for the purposes of sale in the course of tne ope 

dredging. The defence wa; that the Conservators were au‘horized by 


co. 









Thames Conservancy acts to dredge and to grant licences to otaer pers 
to dredge the river fur the purpose of improving the navigation, and aig 
sell the soil removed by dredging, and that the operations to #hich; 
claim related were in pursuance of a licence granted to Edwards by 
Conservators, and authorized by the Act, and therefore were not a 
The rights of the plaintiff to the several fisheries and to the bed ot 
river were admitted by the Oonservators for the purpose of tue 
The argument for the plaintiff was to the effect that although the Cox 
tors had an exclusive power of dredging ani also of granting licency 
dredge, and although they were entitled to sell the soil so obtained, 
the Acts did not allow them to do what they had done in the presente 
—i ¢., grant a licence to a person to dredge upon the terms that he 
be remuserated by the sale of the soil which he migbt tuke out. If: 
alleged that this course of proceeding was prejudicial to the owners of 
bed, because it put the dredging in the hands of persons whose interest 
not to dredge for the purpose of improving navigation, but only ia pla 
where the soil taken out was of such a nature as to repsy the cost 
dredging. In substance, therefore, this was a sale by the Uouservaton 
their licensee of a portion of tne bed of the river, which belonged tot 
plaintiff. In support of this argument reference was made to the ‘Th 
Conservancy Acts, 1857 (c. cxzlvii.), s. 98; 1866 (c. Ixxxix.), 8. 41; 18 
(c. ci.) ss. 6, 7, 29, 30; 1894 (c. dlxxxvii), ss, 84, 87, 228, 238; and ales 
Conservators of the River Thames v. Smeed (1897, 2 Q B. 334), Gard 
Commissioners of Sewers of the City of London (28 Oa. D. 486, at p. 507), 
an unreported case ot Goolden v. Vonservators of the River Thames, 
defendants repli-d that siuce it was admitted tuat the licence was mads 
the purpose of :mproving navigation it wasidie to say that it was reallya 
of the bed of the river to the licensee. The Conservators could not th 
selves ; they must do so by some ecervant or agent, 
since they could themselves sell the results it was a renac 
way for them to remunerate their agent by allowing him to sell 
his own account. Nor was it true to cay that the interest of the lice 
was to dredge only in places where he could sell the proceeds, because 
proceedings were by the terms of the licence entirely under the controld 
the Conservators. The argument was supported by reference to secti 
53 and 241 of the Thames Conservancy Act, 1894, and to Hardaker v. 
District Vouncil (44 W. R. 323 ; 1896, 1 Q. B. 335), 

Kexewicu, J —The question I have to decide is a dry question of la 
The Uonservators are authorized by the Act of 1894 to dreage the river 
the purpo-es of improving the navigation, and they are furtaer autho 
to seil the proceeds of the dredging if they vhink fic so far as they did ud 
require them for other purposes of their Act, carrying the money to t 
credit of the conservancy account. Can they give authority to anoth 
ape not only to dredge but to sell the proceeds for his own bentiilj 

n considering this question there are two things to be borne in mu 
The first is this. The Uonservators aré the creatures of statute; they} 
the powers which the statute has conferred upvn them, with, of cour 
such powers as corporations huve at common law. They have no po 
beyond that. If it can be shewn that they have expressly or by nece 
implication the powers claimed for them, the court cannot decide ag 
them. ‘The second is that the soil of the riveris in the riparian propriet 
so faras that proprietary right is not interfered with oy the statute 
rights of the Conservators. Subject to that they are, to all intents 
purposes, the owners of the soil ot the river, just as much as they are @ 
the meadows on either side of the river. Keeping these two things 
betore us gives the real guise to the construction of the statute. It 
admitted that what the Uonservators have done was done by them for 
aay arg authorized by the statute, and it is proved that they have a 
or what they believe, in their honest judgment, to be for the advanty 
of the public and of the riparian owners themselves. But the que:tio 
whether they are acting within their statutory powers, and it they 
doing an act not within their statutory powers the plaiatiff is entitled 
succeed. Looking at the Act of 1894, 1 do not think that the question 
affected by the proviso at the end of section 87. It uppeurs that 
powers of the riparian owners to dredge has been limited by the Ib 
Uonservancy Act of 1867, wnich made 16 necessary for them to obtain 
licence of the conservators, aud the object of this proviso was to pre 
their rights subject to that limitation. Neither that clause nor ® 
general saving clause, section 238, has much bearing on the question 
hand. Those clauses may be put aside. But apart trom those clause 
is an ordinary canon of construction in interpreting an Act of Paril 
that the ownership of the soil is not intertered with except so far # 
expressly provided; and in the present case the plaintiff remains 
owner of the soil, and with e right inherent in the o 
ship of the soil, and is entitled as such owuer to require the conse! 
to prove that they are acting under the powers of the stal 
to ehew that they were entitled as against him to do wnat they claimed 
do. The Couservators justify theie acts under section 83. That secti 
by sub-section 1, empowers them, for the purpose of maintaming 
improving the navigation, to dredge tne Thames ; and, by sud-seciol 
to sell what is raised from the Thames by the dredging, éo far as they 
not require 1t for their own purposes. . That power was given, in the 
instance, by section 6 of the Uonservancy Act of 1867, wuich provides 
the Conservancy fund. ‘Thé 
of 1894 contains no such provision, but it follows as a matter of cours, 
of course the Conservators are bound to keep an account of 
money as part of the Conservancy fund. it belongs to thei 

















































































tker Ve I 


on of la 
16 river ft} 
authoria 
ey did nd 
ney tot 
to anothel 
n benelit! 
e in mut 
they ba 


Nov. 30. 190%. 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 46.) 85 








dispose of in such a way as the Legislature has directed; it does not 
helong to them for their own private purposes. Therein lies the distinction 
between what they are authorized to do and what th: y are now proposing to 
do. Tbis Act does not in exprees terms authorize others to dredge or sell 
the eds ot receive the mney for their own private p ; but it 
js said that the Act cannot be properly construed except that way. 
Mr. Warmington bases his argument mainly upon the terms of the Act, 
Mr. Bankes on the general law ; but it is the eame argument from two 
different points of view. Mr. Warmington relied upon sections 53 and 87 
Mr. Bankes put it rather on the common law powers and privileges of a 
corporation. Section 53 expressly allowed the Conservarors to enter into 
contracts with any persons for the execution of any works authorized by 
the Act. But Edwards was not under a contract to execute any works at 
all. He had a licence or authority from the Conservators to execute the 
dredging, but he was under no contract to do so. I do not think 
that there is anything in that section which contemplates such a desling 
with Edwards as exists in this case. Section 87 presents a little difficulty 
because it does refer to the work being done with the licence of the 
Gonservators and by their agents, servants, and workmen. Of course the 
Conservators cannot act by themselves, they can only act by their agents. 
By that section, the only persons allowed to dredge are the Coneervators 
through their agents, servants, or workmen, and those mts, servants, 
and workmen have to produce a licence to shew that they have the authority 
of the Conservators for the purpore, and they are bound to act in accord- 
avce with the terms of the licence. That rection, no doubt, would include 

roprietors of the soil, who are prohibited from dredging except with the 
Hioence of the Conservators, but it would be straining the language of that 
section too far to say that it means that the Conservators are entitled 
to delegate their authority to someone else who is to act on his own 
behalf and not only interfere with the soil of the riparian pro- 
prietors, but, when he has taken it away, sell it for his own 
profit. I se nothing in the section pointing to a licence of 
that kind. Then it is said that Edwards is not a licensee but is a mere 
agent under the control of the officer of the conservators, aud that his 
right of dredging is subject to various restrictions and, in short, that he is 
as much the servant of the Conservators as if he was paid wages by the 
officer. It was true that his employment was fettered in various ways, but 
be has this further privilege that the soil which he takes out belongs to 
him, and the Conservators claim no right to it. Under the terms of his 
licence he may take out the soil belonging to the a proprietor and 
appropriate it to himself. It is said that no hardship ilted to the 

oprietor and that this is a very convenient way of getting the work done. 
But this is not the question which [ have to consider. Tne question is not 
whether this might not have been conveniently provided for by the Act 
but whether it is so provided for. Upon the construction which I put 
upon the Act the Conservators have exceeded their powers, and there must 
be a declaration that the dredging under this licence is not a dredging 
authorized by the Act but is a trespass —CounseL, Warrington, K C., 
Danekwerts, K ©., and Stuart Moore ; Warmington, K U., Bankes, K.U., an 
F. B. F Cowper. Soxicrrors, Dale, Newman, §& Hood ; James Hughes, Solicitor 
to the Conservators of the River Toames. 


[Reported by J. F. Isexin, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BYRNE ». MILLOM AND ASKAM HEMATITE IRON CO. (LIM.), 
Kekewich, J. 20th Nov. 


Comrany—SHAREHOLDER—PRosrectuS—MISRBPRESENTATION. 


This was an action to rescind a contract to take shares and to rectify the 
company’s register by removing the plaintiff’s name therefrom on the 
ground that tue plaintiff had been induced to enter into the contract by 
mi:representations contained in a prospectus issued by the company. The 
prospectus, which was issued on the 29th of August, 1900, stated that 
the average yearly profits of the company for tue last three years and 
eight months amounted to £61,075 6s. Ild., a sum which, after 
providing for 5 per cent. interest on £150,000 first mortgage debentures 
and a dividend of 7 per cent. on £150,000 cumulative preference 
shares, would leave a sum of £43,075 6:. 1d., “* equal to over 28 per cent. on 
the ordinary shere capital of £150,000’’ It was not alleged that this 
Statement was false, but it was contended that the absence of any 
teference to a provision in the articles of association of the compuny, by 
which it was protibited from distributing more than 10 per cent. on its 
ordinary shares until the whole of its debentures were repaid amounted to 
& misreprerentation or concealment of material facts entitling the 
plaintiff to the rescission of the contract. In support ef this contention 
reference was made to New Brunswick and Canada Ratiway and Land Co. v. 
Muggeridge (7 W. R 369, 1 Dr. & Sm. 363), Venesuela Central Rashway Co. 
¥. Kiseh (15 W. R. 821, L. R. 2 H. L. 99), Langham v. East Wheal Rose 
Consolidated Silver Lead Mining Co. (87 L. J. Ch. 253, 16 W. R. Dig. 55), 
Redgrave v. Hind (30 W. BR. 251, 20 Oh. D., p. 13), Aaron's Reefs v. Twiss 
(1896, A. O. 273, 44 W. R. Dig. 30), and Components Tube Co. v. Naylor 
(1900, 2 T. R., p. 33, 78). It was also urged that a reference to the articl:s 
of association as being on view at the offices of the solicitors to the 
company at Ulverston was not sufficient, because the fact that the 
company hada temporary office in London shewed that it was intended 
to rely on the prospectus alone. The defendants were not called upon. 

Kexewicu, t pen he question which I have to decide is, whether the 
plaintiff was misled the prospectus into making an application for 
otdinary shares in the defendant com - Before deciding this 
I wish to get rid of two pointe. The first is that this prospectus was 
issued to preference sharenolders and to debenture-holders as well as to 
ordinary shareholders, and therefore it ought to be considered whether it 
states all particulars material for their consideration, In my opinion no 
‘weight is to be attached to that argument. I have before 





ordinary shareholder only, and I have onJy to consider the considera- 
tions which Would +ffect mind. Then an argument is put into the 


eg of counsel for the defence to the effect thxt the reference in 


prospectus to the articles of associa‘ion is sufficient vsure. 
I have not hard them, and therefore the argument is not theirs, 
for I do not know whether they would have used it if I bad heard 
them. I do not think it could matter if they had used it; I pur it 
aside. What I have to consider is whether this was a misstatement. 
‘The question on this subject has been settled by man: ca-e-, and it is 
nowhere better stated thau by Kindersley, V.C , in the New Brunswick and 
Canada Railway and Land Co v. Muggeridge, qaoted by Lord Onelmetord in 
the House of Lords in Venezuela Railway Co. v. Kisch. There is no 
occasion to go into the law, but it is perhaps necessary to bear in mind 
that an omission to state a fact may often amount toa et aye ens 
This prospectus contains a statement that the profits of company 
calculated on the basis of the past three years would leave a surplus equal 
to over 28 percent. on the ordinary share capital. That is not di-puted. 
Then what is the misstatement ? The did not state that this sum 
would from time to time be divided amongst the ordinary shareholders so as to 
give them a dividend of 28 per cent. Notwithstanding the ingenuity of the 
arguments addressed to me on bebalf of the plaintiff and the statements of 
the plaivtiff in the witness-box, I think it is impossible to say that there was 
any positive statement that 28 per cent. would be di amongst the 
ordinary shareholders, and I co not believe that the plaintiff ever tnonght 
so. The plaiutiff has had twenty years’ experience as an accountant, and 
has had a good deal to do with joint stock companies, and it is impossible 
to suppore that he ever believed from this statement in the prospectus toat 
28 per cent. would be divisiole amongst the ordinary +hareholders. Apart 
from the utter incredibility of 1t, this is shewn by his evidence, because he 
Was unable to put his finger upon anything in the pro-pectus and say that 
that was a false statement. He was to say what tre false etate- 
ment was, and was quite unable to do so. But in order to coveider this 
question I do not know that I ought to rely upon the experience and 
bu-iness habits and knowledge of a particular plaintiff, because the pro- 
spectus migot be put into the hands of less educated persons, Still, I 
must give applicants credit for some education, and unless a man 
deliberately tried to wrest these words into meaning something other than 
there ordinary meaning there is here nothing equivalent to a statement 
that there was a dividend of 28 cent. to ve divided amongst the 
holders of ordinary shares. Besi that, persons applying for shares 
must be taken to» know that, quite apart from any provision in the 
articles, restrictions are placed from time to time by the directors upon the 
division of profits. Profits may be required to build up a reserve 
fund or to psy off outstanding mortgages or for other purposes, 
and even apart from that it is not always dsirable to divide 
tie whole of the profits Something is generally carried over, 
aod that must be taken to be known at any rate to business 
mn applying for shares. Thenis there any omission? That depended 
on the article which contained the restriction as to the 10 per cent. No 
doub: the prospectus is silent as to that. It does not warn intending 
applican's that there was that restriction in the articles. Is that an omi sion 
“hich amounts to a misrepresentation? I think not. It is «xtremely 
difficult to draw the line, and the language of the Vice-Ohancelior 1s as 
wide as possible, but 1 do not think that 1t is necessary that a pr sp°ctus 
snould state everything which would influence any pos-ible applicant 
What the Vice-Ch:ncellor meant was that everytning must be stated 
wuich would influence a reasonable man, I think that the plaintiff 
must be taken to know, and did know, ‘hut articles of association al ays 
gontain directions for carrying over certain sums to provide fur certain 
liabilities or for other purposes before dividing the profits amongst tae 
ehareholders. No man ever heard of a company —at any rate any et 
prrous company—diviaing the whole of the protits amoug-t the » - 
hclders. In my opinion this omis+ion was merely an omissivn to state the 
internal management of the company, which must nave been found in the 
articles of assuciation. There is no room'»r doubt. The plaintiff has 
failed to satisfy the court that this was an omission amouuting to a mis- 
representation, and his action must be dismissed witn costs.—OovNnsEL, 
Warrington, KC, and Cozens-Hardy ; Warmington, K.O., and Leigh Ciare. 
Soxicrrors, Courtenay, Croome, Son, § Finch; Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart 
for Hart, Jackson, § Son, Uiverston. 


[ Reported by J. F. Iszxix, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


WIGHAM RICHARDSON & CO (LIM.) ». WALKER URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL WALKER URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL + WIGHAM 
RICHARDSON & CO. (LIM.). Farwell, J. 26th and 27tn Nov. 


Locat Autnorrry—Vestinc or Srreets—Sussori.—Iuisgat Breakrvec— 
Vavuit, AncH, on OztLAn—Insuncrion—Metroronis ManaGement Act, 
1855—Pwusiic Heatru Act, 1875. 


Action by the p'aintiff company for an injunction to vent the 
defendant council trom breaking up or disturbing the soil of thy plaintiffs’ 
land and the pipes or electrical wires lying in the plaintiffs’ land unaer 
Fisher-street, Walker-on-Tyne, and cross-action by tne council for an 
injunction to restrain the company from building or aliowing to remain 
under the said street a vault, arch, or cellar without their consent as the 
urban authority of the district, or for a declaration that the couacil might 
properly cause the same to be pulled down or dealt with as they might 
think fit * The actions came on together, and from the evidence it a d 
that the company, owning the on either side of the road, 
structed a tunnelled way six feet beneath the roadway at a depth of 
twelve feet, and that at the bottom of this tunnel they had laid pipes to 


* P.8.—The council first issued-their writ,o thatthe company’s action was techa icall 
the cross-action.—W. H. D. 
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carry electrical wires. The nature of their work appears more precisely 
from the judgment below. The council cgalieed gna on section 26 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, which provides that any person who 
** causes apy vault, arch, or cellar to be newly-built or constructed under the 
carriage-way of any street’ shall be fined, and the urban authority may 
cause any such structure to be altered, pulled down, or dealt with as they 
may think fit. The company had eventually admitted that the upper part 
of the structure was at a level at which drainage works. which the council 
said that they would shortly undertake, might have to go, and had 
removed the top of the tunnel ; but they refused to remove the pipes and 
wires. and denied the right of the council to compel them to do so. 

Fanws11, J., eaid that it was admitted that the company were lessees of 
the property on either side of the road for a term of forty-four years un- 
exp and that the rubsoil under the road therefore belonged to them. 
Nor was it suggested that the Public Health Act, 1875, contained any 
section like section 109 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, which 
was considered in the case of St. Mary. Battersea, Vestry v. County of London 
and Brush Provincial Electric Lighting Co. (1899, 1 Ch. 474,481). Here the 
local authority relied solely on section 26 of the Public Health Act, 1875. 
It was obvious to his lord+hip’s mind that if the company had simply 
drilled a hole through the soil for the fifty feet, as their engineers might 
have done, and pushed their pipes through it, the local authority would 
have been powerless to prevent it, as it would have been powerless to 
prevent their digging a trench, laying the pipes, and 7 
filling that trench up again. But the company had desired to 
have access to the pipes for repairs, and proceeded to build a small tunnel 
with a brick arched roof and walls und fluor of concrete. This, no doubt, 
was a “‘vauit, arch, or cellar’’ within section 26, and could not have 
been built withvut leave of the local authority, who could order it to be 
removed But the company changed its plans for the work, and instead of 
laying their pip+s in the “‘alveus’’ of the tunnel, in suostance cut out a 
piece like a trench from the centre of the floor down to the clay beneath it. 
Tree pipes were laid on the clay and one on these ; two pipes were spare, 
two contained electric wires. The pipes were then covered in with con- 
crete. The loc»l authority now contended that they were entitled to remove 
not only the whole tunnel and floor but also the pipes, as being in or 
under trat floor. His lordship had not, in his opinion, to decide whether 
the floor was a part of the structure, for in hie judgment, om the facts, he 
found that on the floor below the pipes there was no mark of the vault as 
built. 1t appeared from the evidence that the tunnel (by which he meant 
the roof, walls, and two footings) could be moved without touching or 
hurting the pipes or the concrete round them, and his lordship held as a 
fact that this concrete formed no part of the tunnel within section 26. It 
was material that the local authority, as their counsel candidly admitted, 
had teken proceedings in order to obtain the removal of the company’s 
private wires for electric hghting, which they themselves had powers to 
supply ; but he would leave it fr another court to decide how far municipal 
budies enjoying powers to trade in such a commodity were justified in 
avowedly using rights given them for the pro‘ection of public health in 
order to defeat a competitor in trade. He thought it would not bea reason- 
able use of their powers, and he was therefore not sorry in this case to hold 
that the pipes were not part of the vault, His lordship therefore continued the 
interim injunction restraining the local authority from cutting, disturbing, 
or ivjusing the pipes or electrical wires lying in the company’s land, or the 
bed of concrete and cement in which po hwo laid. The local authority, 
on the other hand, were entitled to a declaration that they might properly 
cause the structure to be altered or dealt with as they might think fit, but 
that this did not comprise the bed of concrete and cement. There would 
be a set-off as to costs —CounseL, Cripps, K.O., Macmorran, K C., and 
Gatey ; Robson, K.O., and R. J. Parker. Souscrrors, J. E. § H. Scott, for 
Daglish § Muicaster, Newcastle-on-Lyne; Rowcliffe, Rawle, § Co, for 
Newlands, Thompson, § Co., Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

[Reported by W. H. Duarzn, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


SMITH ». WISDEN AND OTHER JUSTICES AND WHITE. Div. Court, 
21st Nov. 


ApvuLtsration—Gtvucosz in MarmMaLapB—Foop anv Drvucs Act, 1875, s. 6. 


This wes am appeal from a decision of the justices at the West Sussex 
Quarter Sevsions, who had dismissed an a 1 from and »ffirmed a con- 
vicuion by justwes under the sule of Food aud Drugs Act, 1875. ‘Ihe case 
set out that the eppellans was a retail grocer carrying on business at 
Wortbing, and that on the 7th ot February White, an inspector under 
the Act, was at his shop served with a put of marmalade on waoich was a 
red label bearing the words ‘Crosse & Blackweli—Pure Oravge 
Marmalade maputactured entirely from Seville oranges and warranted 
pure.”” No indication beyond the label was given 10 the purchaer as to 
the composition of the marmalade. It was admitted that ali the formalities 
required by the Act were complied with by the ins r, and it was stated 
toat the proceedings were taken in consequence of a circular issued by the 
Ixcal Government Board suggesting that as glucose and otner sugar substi- 
tutes were used not only in the brewing of beer but also in the making of 
jams, syrups, and similar articles of food, it might be well to have sampies 
ot such articies purchased ana analyzed. The appellant was convicted of 
unlawiully slling, to the prejudice ot the purchaser, marmalade 
adulterated with 13 per cent. of siurch glucose. It was proved that starch 
glucose was composed ot 40 per cent. of dextrose, 40 per cent. of dexirine, 
and 20 per cent. of water; that dextrose is sugar to all intents and 
purposes; that dectrine is a gummy substance, and has not any 
sweetening property whatever, and is a substance largely used for the 





gumming of labels and other similar purposes; that glucose, although 
classed as a sugar for the purpose of taxation, was not a sugar as unde. 
stood by the general public. It was proved that glucose had been ug 
for fifteen years in the manufacture of marmalade by a large number ¢ 
manufacturers, but was not so by all, and never had been used by all: 
that there was a general and common understanding that marmalade wag, 
preserve composed of fruit boiled with cene or beet sugar, and that 
manufacturers varied in the recipes they used; that the use of glucose tp 
the extent contained in the analyst’s sample was not injurious to health 
that the use of glucose prevented the marmalade from crystallizing, ang 
had a tendency to prevent mildew and fermenting. For the appellant it 
was contended that the sale was not to the prejudice of the purchase 
within the meaning of section 6; that as there was no standard for 
marmalade the addition of starch glucose was not an offence under the 
Act, and that upon the facts proved there was no evidence to sustaing 
conviction. Toe justices found that in asking for orange marmalade the 
purchaser desired to buy a substance composed of oranges cooked o 
preserved with cane or beet sugar, and had not consented to be served with 
@ preserve to which glucose was added; that the sale of an artich 
which contained 13 per cent. of starch glucose was a sale to the 
prejudice of the purchaser, and was a sale of an article not of the 
nature and quality of the article demanded ; and affirmed the conviction 
and dismissed the appeal. The question for the court was whether the 
court of quarter sessions was right upon the facts proved before it in 
dismissing the appeal. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord AnversTone, C.J., said on behalf of the appellant it was argued 
that there was no evidence that the article supplied was not of the 
“nature, substance, and quality’? demanded, and he agreed with that 
conten'ion. There was, however. a difficulty in dealing finally with the 
case because the magistrates had found asa fact that the article was of 
inferior quality. In bis judgment there was no evidence to support such 
a finding or that glucose was adulteration in the ordinary sense of the 
word. The case could, therefore, be finally dealt with by tbis court. The 
apveal would be allowed and the conviction quashed, with costs. — 

Daguine and Onannzxt, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Bousficld, K.C., and 
Morton Smith; Boxall, Souicrrors, Allen § Son ; E. Wannop, Chichester. 


(Reported by Exsxive Reip, Barrister-at-Law. |) 


REX v. THE JUSTICES OF ESSEX. Div. Court. 


Poor Ratz—APpPEAL—ASSESSMENT OoMMITTEE—APPEAL 
SEQUENT Rate—Notice oF OxssEcTION TO ASSESSMENT COMMITTER— 
Union AssessMENT ComMITTBE AMENDMENT Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vict. ¢, 
39), s. 1. 

In this case a rule nisi for a mandamus had been obtained calling on the 
justices of Essex to shew cause why they should not enter continuances 
and hear and determine an appeal ta poor rate, In May, 1900, 4 

r rate was made, and in June the overseers of the poor of the parish of 
rittlewell, in the county of Essex, assessed the premises of Messrs. 

Tolhurst & Cox, the appellants, at the gross estimated rental of £180 and 

at the rateable vaiue of £160. On the 23rd of June _ the 

appellants gave notice of objection, and on the 5th of September the 
arsessment was reduced to £150 rental and £135 rateable value, but the 
assessment committee refused to reduce the assessment to the extent 

claimed by the ap ts, who thereupon appealed to the justices i 

special sessions. Un the 6th of November the justices determined not to 

reduce the assessment to the extent claimed by the appellants, but 
amended the rate by reducing the assessment to £130 rental and £117 
rateable value. A poor rate made the 26th of October, 1900, was the 

current rate at the date this appeal was heard. On the 4th of May, 1901, 

@ poor rate was made by which the a ts were assessed at £130 

rental and £117 rateable bara On the te! hers Raper eee re 
ve notice of a against this rate on the folio groun 

their ises bs pac a at sums exceeding the true gross estimated 
rental and rateable value thereof; (2) that there were certain othe 
specified premises the occupiers of which were assessed in the said rate at 
sums less than the true gross estimated rental and rateable values; (3) 
that there were certain otner rateable hereditaments the occupiers of 
which were omitted from the rate. un the 3rd of July, 1901, the appeal 
came on for hearmg at the general quarter sessions, when the 
following preliminary objections were made on behelf of the 
respondents: (1) ‘hat as regards the first of the grounds of appeal 
the applicants were concluded by the finding of the special sessions 
on the 6ih of November, 1900, that finding not having bee 
appealed against and being thereture binding aud conclusive under section 
67 of 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 96; (2) that as regards the same ground of 
appeal the appellants were not entitled to appeal to quarter session» against 
the rate without again objecting before the assessment committee to the 
valuation list on wuich the rate was based, the appellants not haviog # 
objected since they made an objection on the 23rd of June, 1900; (3) that 
as regards the second and third of the grounds of appeal the appellants 
could not be heard because they had not at afty time objected to the 
valuation list on any of such grounds. The court of quarter 


20th Nov. 


AGAINST 


Svus- 


sessions 
allowed the objections and dismissed the appeal. No alteration 


in the premises or in the value thereof had taken place since 

appellants first objected to the assessment. In shewing cause against the 
rule for a mandamus counsel relied on the case of Reg. v. Great Western Rail 
way Oo. (17 W. ss. 670, L. R.4Q.B 323). Whe tollowing cases were als 
reterred to during the arguments: Reg. v. Justices of Wiltshire (4 Q. B.D 
326, 27 W. RB. 
v. Justices of Kent (19 W. R. 205, L. B. 6 Q. B. 132), Reg v. Justices 
Denbighshire (33 W. RB. 784,15 Q. B. D. 451), Reg. v. Justices of Besex ¢ 





Dig. 151), Reg. v. Justices of Derbyshire (19 W, R. 934), Bape 
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Ww. RB, 183; 1895, 1 Q. B. 38), Reg. v. London and North- Western Railway Co. 
(25 W. R 59, Reg v Price(62 L J.M.O 71, 41 W. R. Dig 165), Reg v. 
Overseers. G¢ , Of Langriville (33 W. R 213, 14 Q. B.D. 83), Reigate Union v. 
South: Bastern Railway Co. (42 W. R 585; 1894,1Q B. 411). 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and Darina and Onannet1, JJ.) 
i the rule. 

Lord Atvexstonz, O.J., in giving judgment, said: The second 
objection, that no proper notice was given, was a good objection, and the 
rule ought to be discharged because there was not a proper notice of 
objection to the assessment committee before the second appeal was brought. 
On looking at the authorities there was no discrepancy between them, and 
the substance of them was that, under section 1 of the Union Assessment 
Committee Amendment Act, 1864, if one goes before the assessment com- 
mittee and fails to obtain relief in respect of the matter the subject of 
appeal, then one need not go before the assessment committee again. 
But unless that is so, it is a condition precedent to the appeal 
to have gone before the assessment committee. Reg. v. Great 
Western Rasiway Co. was a distinct authority that when there is a 
second rate and a second appeal a second notice shall be given. 
In spite of criticism that case had not been overruled. When there 
is a subsequent rate and a subsequent set of proceedings the 
formalities of section 1 of the Act of 1864 must be fulfilled. In this ease 
everything with regard to the rate of May, 1900, was over. There was an 
October, 1900, rate which was not appealed against, and which was paid. 
In May, 1901, after a period of twelve months, the appellant raised the 
uestion again, but not in respect of the same rate. In his (the learned 
judge’s) opinion, as poor rates are made from year to year, and, in respect 
of these, one has a rignt of appeal, an appellant must fulfil the provisions 
of section 1. It was not necessary to express an opinion in this case on the 
other points raised. 

Dagtinc and Ouanngi1, JJ., concurred. Rule discharged.—Covunset, 
Avory, K.C., and J. C. Earle ; Macaskie, K.C., and Alex. Glen. Soxicrrors, 
Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for W. § F. Gregson, Southend-on-Sea; Sismey 
$ Cook, for B. § F. Tolhurst § Cox, Southend-on-Sea. 

{Reported by E. G. Srituwet1, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


CRABTREE (Appellant) ». THE FERN SPINNING CO. (LIM.). 
(Respondents). Div, Court. 20tn Nov. 

Masrsr AND Servant — Faocrornies — Sertr-actinc Macuine—Sarery— 
Emptoyment or ‘* YounG Person’’—ConsrructTion or Facrory AND 
Worksnor Act, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. c. 37), s. 9, suB-sECTION 2. 

Case stated by the justices of Lancaster. An information was preferred 
by the appellant, an inspec or of factories and workshops, against the 
respondents under section 9, sub-section 2, of the Factory and Workshop 
Act, 1895, complaining that the respondents were the occupiers of a 
certain factory wherein on the 10th of May, 1901, one W. Kalph was 
allowed, contrary to the Factory and Workshop Acts, to be in the space 
between the fixed and the traversing portions of a eelf-acting machine, 
the said machine not being stopped, with the traversing portion 
on the outward run. It was proved that the respondents were 
the occupiers of a factory within the meaning of the Factory and 
Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1895. Ralph was in employment at the 
factory as a little piecer, and was a ‘‘ young person”’ within the above 
Acts. He was employed by one Driesen, who was in the employment of 
the respondents aud in charge of a self-acting machine, and on the 10th of 
May, 1901, he was ordered by Driesen to clean the scavenger cloth, hung 
under the roller beam of the machine for the purpose of cleaning the top 
of the carriage as the carriage passes under the cloth. In order to do so 
Ralph was obliged to be in the space between the fixed and the 
traversing portions of the machine. At the time the order was 
given the traversing portion of the machine was stopped on 
the outward run. While Ralph was still in the space between 
the fixed and traversing portions of the machine, Driesen, 
thinking Ralph was clear of the space, started the machine, and Ralph 
received injuries from which he died. There were no regulations or 
instructions in the factory whereby persons employed in the space between 
the fixed and the ‘traversing portions of a self-acting machine should 
teport themselves when they had left such space. It was con'ended by 
the appellant that the respondents had allowed the said Ratph to be in 
such space contrary to the provisions of section 9, sub-section 2, of the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, and the case of Prior v. Slaithwaite 
Bpinning Co (46 W. R 488; 1898,1Q B. 881) was referred to. On behalf 
of the respondents it was contended that they had taken adequate 
precautions to prevent the said Ralph from being in such space as afore- 
said. The justices dismissed the formation on the ground that the 
tespondents were not responsible for Kalph beg in such space, and they 
Were of opinion that Driesen improperly started the machine, and was 
Tesponsible for doing so. The question for the opinion of the court was 
Whether on the above facts the justices ought to have convicted the 
Tespondents. sub-section 2 of section 9 of the Factory and Workshop 
Act, 1895, is as follows: ‘‘ A person employed in a factory sball not be 
tilowed to be in the space between the tixed and traversing portions of a 
telf-acting machine unless the machine is stopped with the traversing 
Portion on the outward run, but for the purposes of this provision the 

ce in front of a self-acting machine shall not be included in the space 


‘Laz Vourr (Lord Atversronz, O0.J., and Darnuine and Cuanne.i, JJ.) 
the appeal. 
Atverstone, O.J., in delivering judgment, said that he thought the 


tes were right. It was providea by the sub-section that the 
Péteon employed wight lawfully go into the space when the machine was 
“lopped with the traversing portion thereof on the outward run. In this 





case the magistrates had found as a fact that Ralph entered the space 
between the fixed and the traversing portions of the machine when tne 
machine had been stopped with the traversing portion thereof on the 
outward run. The accident was caused by Driesen starting the machine 
again when he thought Ralph was clear of the said — The word 
“allowed,” in the sub-section, he was of opinion, included an allowance 
either by the employer or the servant. Driesen, when he started the 
machine, thought Ralph was clear of the and, therefore, he did not 
“allow”? him to be within the space. He did not “‘allow”’’ Ralph to be 
in the said space when the accident accurred, because he did not remember 
he was there, and it could not be said that he “allowed ’’ Ralph to be in a 
place where, in fact, he thought he was not. 

Daruine, J., in giving judgment to the same effect, said that, unless 
the words “ shall not be aliowed ’’ were to be construed as meaning “‘ shall 
be prevented,”’ the prosecution could uot succeed. 

CuanngLL, J., delivered judgment to the same effect. Appeal dismissed. 
—CounszL, Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and H. Sutton; R. B. D. Acland. 
Souicrrors, Zhe Treasury Solicitor ; Chester ¢ Co. 


[Reported by E. G. Stitiwet, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PEARKS, GUNSTON, & TEE (LIM.) (Appellants) ». RICHARDSON. 
SAME ». SAME. Div. Court. 19th Nov. ‘ 


Pracrice—Comrantes Act, 1862, s. 62—Szrvice on Brancu Orrice. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a court of summary 
jurisdiction sitting at Canterbury convicting the appellants on two 
summonses under section 3 and section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1895 
(38 & 39 Vict.) for sale of butter to the detriment of the purchaser. The 
appellants, at the hearing of the summons, took the preliminary point 
that the summons had not been properly served, but the magistrates over- 
ruled this contention, the defendants thereupon took no further part in the 
case. On the merits the magistrates convicted the appellants. ‘The facts 
of the case are as follows: ‘lhe appellants are a limited liability company 
incorporated under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, carrying on business 
in numerous provincial towns, and have a shop at 15, High-street, 
Canterbury. ‘[heir head office is at 6, Bayer-street, London. The 
service was effected by leaving a copy of the summons on one W. G. 
Nasfold, an assistant in the employ of the compavy. For the ts 
it was contended that, having regard to the provisions of section 62 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, service could only be effected by a service at the 
head office of the company. They cited Newby v. Van (20 W. BR. 
383, L. R 7 Q. B. 293), Dixon v. Anderton (36 W. R. 918), Higgin v. 
Comptoir d’ Escompte (38 W. R. 606, 23 Q. B. D. 529). 

Tue Courr (Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Daruinc and Cuannett, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, O.J., eaid in his opinion no proper service had been 
effected. By section 62 of the —— Act, 1862, a summons on the 
company had to be served at the head office. This was a criminal matter, 
and there was no reason why greater laxity should be allowed in criminal 
than in civil matters. It was further not unimportant to notice that by 
section 94 of the Friendly Societies Act (59 & 60 Vict. c. 25) express power 
is given to serve on branch offices. He was also of opinion that the 
appellant had not, by appearing to object, waived the irregularity of the 
summons. 

Darurine and CHANNELL, JJ., concarred. Appeal allowed.—CovunszL, 
Maemorran, K C.; Bonsey and Ricar¢o. Souicrrurs, Neave ¢ Beck; the 
defendants were not represented. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
OxpeR or Court. 
Monday, the 18th day of November, 1901. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do nereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1901—H.—No. 528). 


Martba Orton Hart (Widow) v. Henry Lovibond and Son (1900; Limited. 
Hatssvry, C. 





At the Leicester Assizes, on Saturday, Mr. Justice Bigham, in charging 
the grand jury for the county, says the Zimes reporter, commented strongly 
on the inconvenience of the assize machinery for trying few and trivial 
cases. The whole amount of work which he bad to of in that 
court was limited to less than a dozen cases. The cases of themselves were 
small, and it spproached a scandal that upwards of forty grand jurymen, 
more than twenty in the borough and more than twenty in the county, 
should be brought ‘here k. deal bg _— bores ood and booed —_ Aen 
aggravated by the fact that nearly eighty y jurymen were also 
vom’ their various ordinary Bn mA gf doubt at serious cost to 
themselves, to attend to the business. ‘Thies was a state of things which 
he could scarcely understand the gentlemen of the county tole: He 
knew how tenacious counties were in keeping their assizes, but if they were 
to be kept he was satisfied that some means would have to be devised to 
deal with the business without putting so many gentlemen to such serious 
inconvenience, 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 


The seventy-fourth annual general meeting of this society was held at 
the Law Library, 10, Cook-street, Liverpool, on the 21st inst , the President 
(Mr. Arthur 8. Mather) in the chair. 

The notice convening the meeting, together with the annual report of the 
committee and the honorary treasurer’s accounts, having been taken as read, 

The Presivent delivered an address, in which he said: Our society is 
now in the seventy-fourth year of its existence, but notwithstanding its 
venerable age, its eye is not dim nor its natural force abated. On the 
contrary, I think that the work of the society is now more effective than 
ever, and that it possesses an influence which has for many years 
past been gradually increasing, owing a great deal, no doubt, to the 
fact that it is well known that your committee makes a point of only 
moving when there is good ground for doing so, with the consequence 
that it generally succeeds in what it takes in hand. Many and many a 
useful zeform owes its origin to your committee, who have (with the 
friendly assistance of our Manchester neighbours, who are always so 
ready and willing to co-operate with us) set the matierin motion, with the 
result that a new Act or Rule hus been passed to abolish some delay or 
abuse or to meet some need, and to enable the wheels of justice to move 
more smoothly and efficaciously and with a quicker pace. We endeavour 
to move with the times and to keep up-to-date. We are not content to 
have as our motto “‘ As it was in the beginning is now and ever shall be.”’ 
The administration of the law, as the late Lord Justice Bowen said, ought 
to change and progress with the broadening wants and requirements of a 
growing country, and your society and your committee are ever anxious to 
progress in this spirit. A few weeks ago there appeared in the Zimes an 
admirable letter by ‘‘a Liverpool Solicitor’’ (whose identity has not been 
discovered) as to the prerent position of the Court of Passage, complaining 
in no unmeasured terms of the way in which Liverpool has been treated 
by the Lord Chancellor and the Rule Committee with regard to this 
ancient and most useful court—a court which in the past has been the 
nureery and training ground of some of the most eminent lawyers of the 
day, amongst whom were Lord Esher, Lord Herscheil, Lord Russell of 
Killowen, the present Speaker of the House of Commons, the present 
Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Bruce, Mr. Justice Bigham. Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, Mr. Justice Walton, and many others—a court in which in 
former days some most importont actions used to be tried —but which is 
now being rendered almost effete and useless by the new rules (which have 
been promised it for so long and without which its procedure cannot be 
brought up to date) being withheld. You will remember that in 1876 the 
judge of the Court of Passage under the powers of the Court of Passage 
Procedure Act, 1873, adopted the provisions of the Judicature Acts and the 
High Court Rules made thereunder (including the procedure to obtain 
summary judgment speedily under order 14 in cases where there is no 
defence) ana this was daly allowed and confirmed by three judges of the 
Superior Court ; and for nine years the court exercised these useful and 
amended powers until 1885, and Mr. Justice Wills in an action tried before 
bim decided that fresh legislation was necessary before these rales could 
be efficaciourly adopted by the court, and under these circumstances 
the court ceased to exercise these additional powers with the result 
that the sphere of usefulness became at once considerably circum- 
scribed. In 1893 the corporation obtained an Act under which the 
judge of the Oourt of Passage could (with the consent of the 
ule Committee) adopt and apply these additional rules to the 
court, and in February, 1894, the corporation sent tothe Lord Chancellor’s 
secretary for submission tothe Rule Committee a set of new rules which 
had been carefully prepared by the judge of the Court of Passage 
(including order 14). These new rules were referred to the Borough 
Courts’ Committee (a committee specially appointed by the Lord Chan- 
cellor and presided over by Mr. Baron Pollock) who unanimously approved 
of them, aud recommended them as proper for the Court ot Passage. One 
would have expected that after sucn a recommendation the rules would 
have at once been paseed, but this was not to be. After prolonged delays 
it was announced in April, 1895, that the Rule Committee approved of all 
the rules, except order 14. The corporation, thinking that the fact of 
there being no appeal from the registrar to the judge might 
be the objection to giving the court the besefit of order 14, 
offered to apply for an Act of Parliament providing for an appeal 
from the registrar to the judge of the Court of Passage, if he was 
then in Liverpool, or in his absence to a judge of the High Court, and 
they received a reply from the Lord Chsnccllor that if such an Act were 
obtained the objection of the Rule Committee would be removed. The 
corporation accordingly applied for such au Act, which received the 1oyal 
aseent in Angust, 1896, but the Lord Chancellor got an amendment 
inserted in the House of Lords, whereby such power of ap was not 
given by the statute it-elf, but power was conferred on the Rule Committee 
to make a rule allowing such a right of appeal. Weshould have expected 
that under these circumstances, after the Lord Chancellor’s assurance that 
if the Legislature empowered such an appeal the objection of the Rule 
Committee to the new rules would disappear, and after the statute had 
been pasred (eltered by the Lord Chancellor’s amendment) giving tte 
Rule Committee power to make a rule granting such an appeal, there 
would have been no further difficulty, and that the new rules would at once 
have been ; bat strange to eay, after waiting for five weary years, 
no such rule has been passed, notwithstauding that numerous requests and 
complaints have been made urging that no further delay should occur. 
Time will not allow me on the present occasion to go into all details of 
these communications, all of which are mentioned in the letter above 





referred to, but no valid reasou has been given why these rules are stil] | 


held. How long is this unsatisfactory state of things to continue? Pubjj 
opinion (which after all is the ultimate Court of Appeal in this county, 
appears to say that Liverpool has not been treated as it should have beg 
over this matter, and that these additional powers ought at once t 
be given to the court, nay, more, that after what trans. 
pired it is almost a breach of faith that they should not & 
granted. The Zimes in a leading article on the 12:h of 

last, referred to the subject, saying, that “they would glaoly m 
protests emphatic and repeated against the deadlock in the Liverpog 
Court of Passage ; a deadlock of long standing caused by the unreasonabk 
refusal to grant that court a power which it once exercised and as experi. 
ence proved with benefit.’”” We feel sure that the corporation will ng 
allow matters to remain any longer in their present unsatisfactory cop. 
dition, and that they will not allow the question of the cost of » 
application to Parliament to stand in the way, for even if the matte 
were dealt with merely on the ground of expense, the increased revenng 
of the court which would ensue if the new rules were adopted would fg 
more than compensate any preeent expenditure. But we put the matterm 
far higher grounds and say that the time has now arrived when a firm stanj 
should be taken to shew that this city resents the treatment tio which it ty 
been subjected, and that Liverpool is determined to do its utmost t 
have applied to its ancient court those extended powers which were ong 
so beneticially exercised for the benefit of the citizens. Any effort of th 
corporation in this respect will, we are sure, receive the loyal support of 
this society and of the people of Liverpool. Draft rules have been pub. 
lished under the Rules Publication Act, which have for their object the 
amalgamation of the Taxing Departments of the Supreme Court withs 
view to uniformity in the taxation of costs, under which there is to be on 
taxing department for the Chancery, Common Law, Bankrup'cy, Lunagy, 
and Winding-up Departments of the court, to which all the existing 
Chancery taxtng-masters and some of the Common Law ma: ters are tok 
transferred, who are as much as possible to atsimilate the practice in all 
the divisions, and to secure uniformity of practice. One of the 
masters, who wes one of the draftemen and originators of these rules, and 
to whom the carrying of them out wil] be entrusted (and who, therefore, 
knows what effect they are intended to produce) has most kindly give 
your committee great aesistance in pointing out the changes that are con- 
templated, and what results are expectea therefrom, and subsequently 
your president had the privilege of forming one of the deputation t 
the Lord Chief Justice on the subject, and reading these rules in the light 
of the interpretation which we have thus obtained, we find that the objec 
is that there should be one uniform system of taxation, and that similar 
allowance should be made in all the divisions by one set of Masters, ani 
that the practice of the Chancery Taxing Masters has commended itself t 
the powers that be as the preferable practice, and that it is the intention 
to assimilate the taxations in the other divisions thereto. One of tne new 
rules provides that (save as against the party who incurred the same) m 
costs are to bs allowed on taxation which have been incurred through ove 
caution, negligence or mistake, or by special fees to counsel or special 
charges or expenses to witnesses or other persons or by other unusul 
expenses, but that with these exceptions on every taxation al such costs, 
charges and expenses are to be allowed which are necessary or proper for 
the attainment of justice or for defending the rights of any purty. 
This appears to be a great improvement on the old procedure and a move 
in the right direction, and this improvement is one which will benefit the 
client more than the solicitor. it will not give the profession any mor 
remuneration but it will save the pocket of the successful suitor who wil 
get a larger indemnity against his opponent in respect of the costs of the 
litigation. Herbert Spencer tells us that he had a friend who was twice o 
the verge of financial ruin—once, after having lost a lawsuit, and the 
second tims on having won his case in court. What the facts were con 
nected with the case we know not, but cases frequently occur in th 
experience of each one of us where a victorious litigant finds that he is 
only allowed on taxation as against his opponent a portion of the cost 
which he necessarily had to incur to ensure the success of his cas, 
avd that the fruits of his victory have been very much mmimisd 
by the extra costs which he has consequently had to pay. Sud 
a result, we think, is wrong, and ought to be corrected. I knw 
that in dealing with this point I am treading on dangerous grouné. 
I know the difficulties that surround the question. I know that there 
the anxious and fidgetty litigant who goes to his advisers twice as often# 
is necessary, and who for over caution takes steps that might be omi 
aad it would be unreasonable to suggest that his defeated opponent 
have to pay for all this extraexpenee. Still, at tne same time, I 
that the new rule strikes the right key, and that with the exception 
above mentioned, all costs necesearily aud properly incurred for the attair 
ment ot justice or for defending rights should be allowed as against th 
defeated party, and that the victor should receive a larger measure d 
indemnity than he has heretofore dove, and I look forward to these ne¥ 
rules as a most important step in that direction. 

It was moved by the President, seconded by the Vice-President, al 
resolved : ‘* That the report of the committee, together with the ho 
treasurer’s accounts, be approved and adopted, and that the same & 
printed and circulated.”’ 

It was moved by Mr, J. E. Gray Hill, seconded by Mr. B. ¥. 
Radcliffe-Smith, and resolved; ‘‘ That the thanks of the meeting be give 
to the President for his address, and that the same be printed af 
circulated as part of the report.’’ , 

It was moved by Mr. A. F. Warr, M.P., seconded by Mr. W.# 
Fletcher, and resolved : ‘‘ That the best thanks of the society be given” 
the officers and members of the committee tor their services during # 
past year. . 

There were eleven nominations to fill the vacancies upon the comm 
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the following were elected for the term of three years next ens : 
and ti 'B. Atle, H. D. Bateson, R. 8. Cleaver, A. 8. Mather, A. C. 
Melly, 0. H. Morton, G. Norton, G. A. Solly, and O. E. Stevens. 

The following gentlemen were elected members of the society —namely : 
Messrs. Albert Edward Berry, Charles Lewin Pennell, William Procter, 
Francis Edmund Villeneuve Russel Roberts, and Edward Aubrey White 
(Warringtwn). 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society now consists of 409 members The number of 
barristers and others, not being members, who subscribe to the library, 
is fifty-five, and seven members have ceasea to belong to the society. 

Proposed New Rules of the Supreme Court. -Your committee have had under 
their consideration the new rules relating to the taxation of c»sts issued under 
the Rules Pablication Act on the 17th of August last. Your committee 
under stand that the object of the framers is two-fold ; firstly, to assimilate 
taxations in the Chancery and Common Law Divisions by following. as 
far as possible, the principle prevailing in the Taxing Uffice of the Chancery 
Division ; and secondly, to remove the complaints as to the inadequacy of 
party and party taxstions aud to give a successful litigant a larger measure 
of indemniy against the costs and expenses i by him in an action. 
The number of taxivg masters will probably be increased, and your com- 
mittee have made strong representations to the Incorporated Law Society 
of the United Kingdom, urging that a strenuous effort be made to ensure 
that, in future, only solicitors shall be appointed taxing masters. 

Costs of Garnishee Proceedings.—The attention of your committee was 
drawn to the fact that ia almost all cases taxing-masters declived to allow the 
costs of garnishee proceedings as against the defendant. Ino the case of 
Adlington v. Cunningham (1898, 2 Q. &. 492), the lords justices stated that 
they did not understand tne rule of practice which was sought to be 
established in the Queen’s Bench Division to treat as a luxury proceedings 
which were frequeutiy the only means a judgment crediror had of obtain- 
ing payment of bisdebt. At the request of your committee the Cuuncil 
of the Incorporated Law Society of tne United Kingdom made represen- 
tat‘ons to the Rule Committee, with the result that ord. 45, r. 9, was 
amended as follows: ‘‘ The costs of auy application for an attachment of 
debts and of auy proceedings arising from or incidental to such applica- 
tion shal! be in the discretion of the court or a juige, and as regards the 
costs of the judgment creditor, shall, unless otherwise directed, be retained 
out of the woney recovered by him under the garnishee order, and in 
priority to the amount of the judgment debt.” 

Trustees’ Remuneration Clause.—The attention of your committee was 
drawn to the decision of Mr. Justice Buckley in the case of Claris-n v. 
Robinson (1900, 2 On. 722), in which it was held that a clause empowering 
a solicitor-trustee- to charge pro‘essional or other c did not 
include work done outside his profes:ion or business. In view of 
this decision your committee suggested to the ated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom that it might be advisable to con- 
sider whether the Svlicitor-Trustee Remuneration Olause, circulated 
and recommended by that society in May, 1886, for insertion 
in wills and settlements, required revision. A new clause was accord- 
ingly drawn, and settled by counsel on the instructions of the 
Incorporated Luw Society of the United Kingdom. Your committee 
consider.d this clause, and in their opiuiun it required certain modifica- 
tions, and a communication to this effect was made to the Iucorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom, and they propose instructing counsel 
to re-settle the clause. When tne cl wee is finaliy settled, your committee 
propose to circulate it among the members of the society. 

The Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom —In June last the 
Council of the Incorporated Luw Society of the United Kingdom prepared a 
memorandum on the membersbip of the society and election to the council, 
and they invited an expression of the views of your committee. The memo- 
randum was divided into three heads.as follows: (1) Whether any, and, if 
80, what steps should be taken to secure that praciising solicitors snould 
be members of the society, and whether with, or without, exception. 
(2) What, if any, additional powers should be conferred on the society of 
regalating the entrance into the profession. (3) Whether any amendments are 
expedient in the constitution o1 the council, and in the mode of election to 
and retir ment from the council. Your committee felt that the subject 
was one of considerable interest to the members of the profession, and 
they held a number of meetings at which the various schemes which had 
from time to time been suggested to the council were fully discussed. 
With regard to No. 1, your committee were of opinion that every 
practising svlicitor should bicome a member of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kmgdom and thereby become amenableto its discipline 
and control, and that such membership should entail payment tothe fundsof 
the society of a sufficient annual amount to be applicd exclusively 
to the purposes of the profession at large, but that, before any 
Practicing solicitor could enjoy any of the privileges afforded by 
the society’s buildings or the circulation of literature, he should 
pay such further subscription, acvording to whether he was a town 
or country practitioner, as might be prescribed from time to time 
With regard to No. 2, your committee did not pass any formal resolution. 
With regard to No. 3, ut present all the members of the come Senet 
in any one year are eligible for re-election. Your committee 
this to be underirable, and they suggested the adoption of a rale, similar 
to the one which has been found to work so well m this society, p 
that only a certam proportion of the retiring members of the cow 
should be eligible for re-election. The views of your committee were 
communicated to the Dacsepoened Law Society of the United Kingdom, 
and tne questions are still uader the consideration of the council. 
Your committee took the opportunity of m a further suggestion 
Yegarding the elestion of extraordinary mem of the council, 
At present the council of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
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ten extraordinary members of ‘the couucil, who, according to 
the charter, must b> presidents of tneir local societies, and 
the president of this society has hitherto been one of the members 
so elected. It is obvions that it is impossible for them to 
become intimately acquamted with the work of the council and 
of the various committees within the short space of one year, 
and in fact they cease to be members of the council before they can 
have made themselves acquainted with the various duties which arise. 
Moreover, it must frequently happen that a president cannot, on account 
of professional ties or for other reasons, attend the meetings of the 
couucil and committees, which are, of course, held in London. Your 
committee, therefore, suggested that, instead of electing the presidents of 
societies as the extraordinary members, the council should request each of 
the selected societies to nominate its own re tative. I¢ this 
suggestion were adopted your committee would enabled to select as 
theic representative one who had the desire and opportunity of regularly 
attending the meetings in London, and who could be re-nominated. Tne 
matter is now under the consideration of the council. 

Building Society ne last a - gy was 
received from the secretary the Incorporated w Society 
of the United Kingdom stating that the council had been informed 
that it was customary for secretaries of building societies, not 
being solicitors, to prepare and complete the mortgages made 


by its members, and tnat they had been advised by Mr. Asquith, 
K.C., that this was an infcingement of section 44 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, and asking whether the practice prevailed in this district. 
Your committee replied that so far as they kaew the practice referred to 
did not exist in Liverpool. They will, however, be glad it members will 
communicate with the hon. secretary should any instances where the 
practice has been adopted come under their notice. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Nov. 25.—Chairman, Mr. C. H. Kirby.—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt moved : 
“ That the representation of Ireland in Parliament is exces-ive, and ougot 
to be diminisned.’’ Mr. F. M. Guedaila op aud the debate was con- 
tinued by Messrs. R. D. Workman, A. W. Marks, A. H. Richardson, 
Neville Tebbutt, J. Wylie, P. B. Walmsley, and J. F. W. Galbraith. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
Fina Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 4th and 5th of November, 
1901 :— 

Aldred, Jonn Alexander 

Austee, Harold Edward 

Ashburner, Tnomas, B.A. (Uamb.) 

Atkinson, John Shera, Lu.B. 
(Lond.) 

Atkiuson, John William 

taker, Arthur John 

Baker, Spencer 

Bannon, Bernsrd 

(Oxon.) 

Barber, Robert 

Barnard, Hubert Wallace 

Barnes, Thomas, M.A (Oxon.) 

Bartlett, Robert Hamilwn 

Baxter, John Alderley 

Bawden, Aubrey Charles 

Bell, George Francis 

Beudall, Archibald Shaw 

Bishop, William Herbert 

Bond, Frederick Morten 

Brydone, Patrick, B.A. (Camb.) 

Burroughs, Ayiitfe St. Jonn 

Chapman, Frank 

Charies, Reginald Pendrill St. John 

Coitty, Ernest Edward 

Churcher, Viott: Emanuel George 
Frank Lyndon 

Covell, Francis 

Cowper, Walter Taylor 

Urowder, George 

Daniel, Stanley Mayon 

Davies, Kdwin Dowland 


Gravely, Charles Ewart 

Harper, Percy, B.A. (Uxon.) 

Harvey, John S:anley 

Hatton, Charles Ernest 

Hawes, Wiiliam Alfred 

Hay, Coarles Robert, B.A. (Oxon. 

Hivbis, Arthur Wenham 

Hicks, Charles Hubert 

Hird, Henry 

Hodgson, Kichard 

Hogan, Albert Edmond, B.A., LL.B. 
(Lond ) 

Indermaur, Lancelot, B.A. (Gamb.) 

James, David Watkin, B.A. (Uamb.) 

Jeffes, George Ernest 

Jennens, Henry Harbridge 

Kerr, Adam Muller Willcox, LL.B. 
(Lond.) 

Lane, William Arthur Powleit 

Lawrence, Francis William 

Lloyd, Francis Stirling, B.A. (Camb ) 

Lloyd, John Samuel 

Lock, Henry Usmond 

Lockett, Robert Kerr 

Lodder, George Frederick 

Longstaff, Cedric Llewellyn, 


Douglas, B.A. 


B.A. 


Male’, Edward St. Lo, B.A. (Camb ) 

Mirams, George Nettleton 

Morgan, Robert 

Munk, Henry Wadsworth 

Nichols, Percy, B.A. (Uxon.) 

Osborn, Arthur Cecil Flamanque, 
B.A. (Camb ) 

Payne, Harold Heath 

P Arcbibald Fenwick, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Prior, Bernard Henry Leathes 

Pri n 

Prout, Victor John 

Reed, Samuel David 


Dent, John 

Dockray, Kenneth Titus Smalley, 
B.A. (Camb.) 

Drury, John Thorn 

Edge, Frank Travers 

Valk, George Adolph, B.A. (Camb.) 


Fisher, Geo: 
Freeman, , B.A. (Oxon.) 
William Watson, B:A. 
LL.B. (Camb.) 
Goddard, John Theodore 
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Riist, Carteret Anderson Tomley, John Edward - 
Saye, Geoffrey Norman, B.A. (Oxon.) Vellacott, John Lew: s Hole 
Simons, Oonrad Francis, B.A. Verden, Henry Harcourt 
(Camb.) Walker, George Louis 
Simpson, John Henry Warman, William Frederic Buck- 
Smith, Richard Andrew, B.A., LL.B. land 
(Victoria) 
Smith, Walter Lock 
Talbot, Perc 


Warton, Robert Innys Baker 
Watson, Charley Bailey 
y Whitley, George, B.A. (Camb.) 

Taylor, Sancroft Grimwood Wilkins, Francis 
Thomas, Egbert Ivan Willcocks, Edward Francis 
Thompson, Barry Oort, B.A. Willett, Edward Archibald 

(Camb.) Willway, William John Harold 
Thompson, Edmund Cuthbert Yardley, Frank 
Thomson, Harold Young, Edwin Fritz 
Tillett, Wilfrid Sydney 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
— at the Intermediate Examination held on the 6th of November, 


’ Andrew, Francis Atherley Winn 
Archer, Joseph Ernest 
Atkinson, Reginald Douglas 
Attenborough, Ralph Ernest 

“ Bache, Charles Sidney 

Badcock, stanley Edgar 


uley, Samuel 
iley, Arthur Samuel 
Balkwill, Richard 


Ball, Arthur William 

Barclay, Herbert Jodrell 

Barnes, Henry George Herbert 

Berugh, Harry Parrington 

Bateson, William 

Bean, Herbert Reuben 

Bennett, William Henry Norman 

Besley, Charles Holland 

Bond, Harold Thomas Hearne 

Booth, George Henry 

Borrajo, Jose Carlos Pedro 

Bowden, Frederick Edgar 

Brettell, Norman Scott 

Bridgwater, Havard Noel, 
(Camb.) 

Brighouse, George Augustine 

Bnght, Horace Lickinson 

Brighten, Edgar William Gaspar, Frederick Paul Dwight 

Biindiey, Frank Pudey Gibbs, Percy Rawle 

Broxholm, Frederick Cyril, B.A. Goolden, Reginald Ollivant 
Camb. Grant, Arthur Woodford 

Grant, Ronald Carey 

Graves, Reginald Coupland 

Gray, James 

Green, Charles Arthur Maddison, 

B.A. (Camb.) 


Pent’) Sydney Alfred, B.A. 
amb. 


Eales, John Frederick 
Eddy, Alexander 
Edwards, Arthur Gwyn 
Edwards, Ebenezer 
Edwards, Harold Molyneux 
Edwards, Harris 
Edwards, Reginald 
Ely, Walter Crawford 
Emdon, Arthur Wolfe 
Errington, John Perrin 
Everett, Bernard Richard 
Fanner, Henry Robert 
Fawcett, Herbert Wilkinson 
Fettes, John 
Findlay, Andrew 
Fleming, Norman Ligitwood 
Foley, Frank Wilson 
Foster, Edgar Oswald 
Fowler, John Anderson, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Francis- Williams, Herbert 

. Freeley, Thomas Ronald 
Gainsford, Thomas AJan 
Gardner, Charles Frederick 
Garratt, Herbert 


( -) 
Bryden, Archibald Leslie 
Bullock, Percy William 
Burridge, William Temple 
Bury, ‘Thomas Oswell 
Byrne, Edmund James Widdrington 
Carter, Tnomas Healey Hunton Green, Henry 
Carter, Wiltrid Robert Green, Stuart Answorth 
Chadwick, Wilfrid John Hurst- Gregory, Jack Sturgis 
bourne Griffiths, John Henry 
Chambers, John Geoffrey Grimedall, Herbert Deane 
Channer, Osborn Robert Moseley Gunnell, Bernard 
Oheston, Charles Franklen Gutridge, George William 
Churchill, Charles Edward Hallaway, Augustus Thornburn 
Churchill, John Abel Vyvyan Harker, Harold Parkinson 
Clarkson, Charles Harker, John 
Clifford, Horace Montsgue Harries, Edward Augustine Hewitt 
Cutterbuck, Charles Walter WilliamHatch, andrew Dreweatt 
Coldham, Philip John Hamilton Haynes, Kdmund Sidney Pollock, 
Collins, Arthur B.A. (Oxon.) 
Collins, Henry Akerman Desmond Henderson, Arthur Lionel 
Corble, George Glass Hey, William Levnard 
Crotts, Cyril Mitford Humble Heyne, Vivian Davidson, B.A. 
Crossman, Charles Matthew, B.Sc. (Camb.) 
(Lond.) Higgins, Edward 
Cunliffe, Arthur Murgatroyd, M.A. Hockm, William Geoffrey 
(Camb.) Hodgeon, Reuben 
Dakeyne, Norman Henry Hoilinrake, Wilfrid 
Darlington, Henry Clayton Holme, Fynes-Oli , B.A. (Oxon ) 
Davies, Kustace Arthur Hormby, Robert Phipps 
Davies, George Evan Hughes, Ulement 
Davies, Gwyn Howard Hughes, Reginald Turner 
Davies, Uwen Henry Huut, Joseph 
Davies, Robert Imlach, Fergus 
Duw, Reginald Samuel James, Abraham Thomas 
Deane, Herbert Zacharia Jenkins, William George 
De Caux, William Jerome, Adrian Jerome Smith, B.A. 
Gernon, Eugéne Louis Aiden de (Oxon.) 
Dew, Samuel Holbut Davies, B.A. Jillings, Reginald 
(Camb.) Jones, Clement 
Dix, Robert Malam Jones, David Stanley 
rower, Edwin Mortimer Jones, Thomas Evan 





Sadler, Bernard Charles 

Samuel, Edward Owen 

Scott, John Bowey 

Scott, John Wallington 
Sedgwick, Walter, B.A. (Camb.) 
Sharpe, Ferdinand, B.A. (Camb.) 
Sherwood, Ernest Tress 

Sibeth, Arthur 

Simpson, Thomas, B.A. (Camb.) 
Skinner, Edward James 


Jones, William 
Kilner, Henry Arnold 
Kinsey-Morgan, Reginald 
Knight, Joseph F 
Kynaston, Cecil John Fairfax 
Lakin-Smith, William Hawkes 
Lambert, Frederick 
Lambert, Wesley Thornton 
Lee, Nigel Inglesant 
Lewis, Daniel John 
Locking, Douglas Robert Sloman, Edgar 
Lord, Gilbert Henry Smith, John Davidson Eaton 
Lory, Thornton Wrottesley Pen- Smith, Joseph 

darves Smith, Osmond Thompson 
Machen, Charles Edward James, Soames, Mervyn Henry 

B.A. (Oxon.) Stallon, Percival Vere 
Macbagh, William Henry Stanley, Eric 
McKnight, Patrick James Stevens, George Hunt 
Marchant, Arthur Reginald Stubbs, George Robert 
Martin, Frank Sydney, Henry Charles 
Matthew, Reginald Wilcox Syms, Harold 8t. George 
Mileham, Cyril Arthur Synnott, Walter Joseph 
Mills, James Webb Tabor, Robert William 
Mills, Walter John Taylor, Arthur 
Moore, Arthur Sidney Taylor, John Wendy Addington 
Moulder, Victor Joseph Taylor, Leofric 
Muggeridge, Gordon Denne, B.A. Thompson, George 

(Camb.) ; Thompson, Henry Howard 
Myers, Harry Cecil Thompson, Lord John 
Newcombe, John Jehu Thwaite, Frank 
Nunn, Arthur Joshua Timperlake, James Percy 
U’Flynn, Patrick Horace George Tomson, James Wyndham 
Oldfield, John Townsend, Geoffrey 
Ottaway, ‘Thomas Trehearne, Frank William 
Oxley, Willis Lee ‘Trethowan, Frank Henry 
Parr, Cecil Robert Mourrall Truman, Alfred Tom 
Partington, Harold Rhodes Trump, Edmund Francis 
Parton, Ernest George Turner, Montagu Trevor 
Patterson, Joseph Wylie Twigg, Henry Martin 
Pearson, George Frederick Tyabjee, Shumsoodin Abbas 
Peers, James Rishworth Vaughan, Hubert Harris de Courcy 
Penrice, James Vicary, George Cecil 
Petbick, Thomas Walker, Robert 
Phillips, Horatio Abraham Ward, Richard 
Pilgrim, Walter John, M.A. (Camb.) Warren, Arthur Owen 
Ponsford, George Warren, Kenneth England 
Poyser, Charles Langford Watson, Clement Goodman 
Pratt, Bernard William Harries Watson, John Peirson 
Price, George Meyrick Watson, William Norman 
Prichard, Thomas Preece Webb, Walter Thomas 
Priestley, Jethro Scowcroft Westbrook, Herbert James 
Redcliffe, Joseph Arnold Hurst Westron, Herbert 
Ratcliff, Reginald Uhambers Wheatly, Kdward Richard 
Keeve, William Foster, B.A. (Oxon. Whetstone, Kenneth 
Reynolds, Charles Carlyon Whitfield, George Arthur 
Richardson, Ewart Williams, Charles Welch 
Ricketts, Leonard Wiltiams, Leonard Trevor 
Rigby, Herbert Parrott Wilson, Alexander Bernard 
Roberts, Elford Harding Wilson, Baril 
Root, George Ernest Winter, Harold Duncan 
Rothera, Wilfred Sigismund Woodgate, Hamilton Streatfield 
Ruddock, Arthur Whitfield Worwood, Herbert James 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Sociery.—Nov. 26.—Chairman, Mr. H. G. 
Barrett.—The subject for debate was: ‘That this house condemns the 
action of the Government relative to the compulsory retirement of Sir 
Redvers Buller from the command of the First Army Oorps.’’ Mr. 
J. D. A. Johnson opened in the affirmative; Mr. William Wilde opened 
in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Oroom- 
Johnson, Gray Hill, A. H. H. Richardson, Dods, Russell, Edwards, R. A. 
Stevens, Stuart (visitor), Weller. Mr. Croom-Johnson replied in the 
absence of the opener. The motion was lost by seven votes. 





One of the most unfortunate aspects of the work of the Supreme 
Court of the United States during the last few years has, says the 
Central Law Journal, been the more than ordinary lack of harmony and 
concurrence between the different members of the court on many very 
important questions of law. In addition to the income tax and insular 
tariff decisions, which were attended witn so many embarrassing circum- 
stances and which cannot be said to evidence that clear grasp of the law 
which is to be expected from members of the highest cours in the land, we 
are compelled to add to this list the decisions of tite court on the constitu- 
tionality of the ‘‘ front-foot ” rule of assessment in apportioning the cost 
of street improvements. ‘This decision was handed down the 29th of 
April, 1901, in the now celebrated case of French v. Barber Asphalte 
Paving Co.— celebrated, however, more because of the importance of the 
subject under consideration than for the brilliancy or correctness of the 
argument extended in support of the decision. In a very unsatisfactory 
opinion, in that it leaves the important question it attempts to discuss 
still undecided, Justice Shiras, representing a majority of the coart, 

y overrules the case of Norwood vy. Baker, although expressly 
enying any such intention. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Rosert Hotes Warre, solicitor, who died on Saturday, in his sixty- 
eighth year, was the head of the firm of White, Borrett, & Oo., the solicitors 
to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, of 6, Whitehall-place. Mr. White was a 
son of a former member of the firm, and was admitted in Easter term, 1858 
In addition to taking an active part in the business of the firm, Mr. White 
found time for much religious and chantable work. He was one of the 
trustees of Portman Chapel (now St. Paul’s), Portman-square, and took an 
active part in securing for that church an endowment and a séatus as a 
separate ecclesiastical district and vicarage. Mr. White was also chairman 


of the council of the Church of England Young Men’s Society, to the 
funds of which he made large contributions. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Atuert pe Rurzen, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Chief 
Magistrate of the Metropolitan Police-courts, in the place of the late Sir 
Franklin Lushington. 

Mr. Justice Swmvren Eany and Mr. W. E. Davinson. Legal Adviser to 
the Foreign Office, have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society 
of the Inner Temple. 

His Honour Judga Wixu1s has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of the Inner Temple, in succession to Sir Harry Poland, K.C. 


Mr. James. R. Meiior, King’s Coroner and Master of the Crown Office, 
has been appointed to succeed Master Johnson as Prescribed Officer under 
the Parliamentary and Municipal Election Petitions Acts. 

Mr. Josepn Granam, K.C., hus been elected Treasurer of the Middle 
Temple for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Littler, K.C. 


Mr. Onaries Maturws has been elected a Bencher of the Middle Temple, 
in place of the late Judge Bagshawe. 


Sir Antuur Cuartes has been elected Master of the Library of the 
Inner Temple for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Harnotp G. Morris, solicitor, of 64, Gresham-street, London, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Morrish was admitted 
a solicitor in 1893. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTIONs. 


RickarpD Niwrop HawortnH and Oxristopxer WHI1s0n, solicitors 
(Haworth & Willson), 6, Gray’s-inn-place, London, Sept.4. In future 
such business will be carried on by the said Richard Nimrod Haworth. 


Atrrep Nicnots and Artuur Hvutron A.uinson, solicitors (Webb, 
Nichols, & Allinson), 1, Argyll-street, Regent-street, London. Nov. 1. 
The said Alfred Nichols will continue the said business at 1, Argyll-street 
aforesaid. (Gazette, Nov. 22. 


GENERAL, 


It is announced that interlocutory appeals will be taken on Wednesday 
in next week instead of Monday, the usual day, in Appeal Coart No. 1. 


It is announced that Mr. Edward T. Salvesen, K.C., has been appointed 
sheriff of the counties of Roxburgh, Berwick, and Selkirk, in room of 
Sheriff Vary Campbell, deceased. 

The presideat, the vice-president, and the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society entertained at dinner at their hall on Wednesday evening, 
among other guests, Lord Alverstone, Lord Justice Mathew, Lord Justice 
Covens-Hardy, Mr. Justice Walton, Mr. Justice Jelf, and Mr. Justice 
Swinfen Eady. 

The general meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association will be 
held in the Middle Temple Ball on Thursday, the 5th of December, 1901, 
at half-past four o’clock in the afternoon. The Attorney-General, MP, 
in the chair. All members of the Inns of Court are invited to attend. 
An alteration in the rules will be proposed. 

A liquidator has, rays the Westminster Gazette, been fined at Bow-street 
£15 and £4 4s. costs in the case of each of two companies regarding which 
he had not made the proper returns. Asa matter of fact, the penalty to 
which he had rendered himself liable in one case alone was not £15, but 
£11,750. However, the fine he has had to pay is more substantial than 
that usually inflicted, and we must be thankful for small mercies. 

The German Colonial Council, says the Berlin correspondent of the 
Times, recently considered the question of lawyer’s fees in the German 
possessions both in Africa and in the South Seas. On this point the 
colonial Governors had already been consulted, and had approved of the 
intr duction of the system of fees enforced m Germany. A resolution in 
j snel of the extension of that system to the colonies was therefore 

opted. : 

At the Lewes Assizes on Thursday in last week, says the Times reporter, 
Mr. Justice Lawrance, in his charge to the grand jury, commented on the 
hew princip!e on which the names im the calendar were arranged. | Instead 
of indexing and giving the surnames of prisoners first, the Curistian names 
Were first stated, a principle which caused great trouble and extreme. in- 
convenience to all concerned in the admimistration of justice. He only 
= that he did not know who was responsible for this new arrange- 








Considerable rape pecan has, says the G@lole, attended the efforts to 
find a bank clerk who recently disappeared from Buda Pesth with £4,000 
in cash. He has been reported from 270 plices, and thirty false arrests . 
have been made, among the victims being a Conpemoiion a military officer, 

@ priest, and a young nobleman. The last-named has been icularly 
unfortunate, as he was arrested twice over in the same night, Pais process 
of discovery by elimination is slow, but sure, and doubtless they will 
arrest the right man in time. 

Henry Vaughan, who pleaded guilty at the Lincoln Assizes on Wednes- 
day to breaking into a brewery company’s offices, handed in, says the 
Daily Mail, a written statement in which he pointed out that with one 
excep'ion all his criminal offences had been committed on the premises of 
companies and associations, He argued thut there was a distinction 
between robbing the widow and orphan and s' a few pounds from a 
company. Mr. Justice Bigham said the composition did the prisoner 
great credit, but the sentence would be twelve months’ hard labour. 

Manx servants who refuse to complete the period of service for which 
they are engaged are, says the Newcastle Chronicle, liable to curious 

unishment. In a case before the magistrate at Peel recently William 
rlett, 2 farm labourer, was charged with refusing to carry out his 
engagement. It was stated that the penalty provided by a statute of 
1665 1s that the eervant is to be kept in prison and allowed one cake and a 
cup of water per day until he returns to service. Ooriett was spared this 
punishment, as the magistrate was satisfied that he had not engaged to 
serve a stated period. 

On returning from the courts at Durham Assizes on Saturday evening 
Mr. Justice Grantham and the High Sheriff of Durham (Mr. H. F. Boyd) 
had a narrow escape. On turning a sharp corner in the narrow street 
leading to the Castle one of the horses slipped and fell on the cobbles with 
which the roadway is paved. In seeking to recover itself the horse nearly 
upset the carriage, which slid back some distance. Fortunately no one was 
injured. At the assizes the following morning allusion was made to the 
accident by Mr. Meynell, on behalf of the bar, and Mr. Justice Grantham 
said he did not know that he had ever had a more narrow escape ; it was 
quite evident that some al ‘eration would have to be made for the reception 
of his Majesty’s judges; at the last assizes there was a similar accident, 
and he suggested that the corporation thould see to the matter. 


A trial which has excited great sensation in Bavaria has, says the St. 
James’s Gazette, just ended in a sentence of death followed by another of 
p-nal servitude. The sentence is not without parallel nearer home. The 
House of Commons, in regulating the law many years ago, so framed an 
Act of Parliament that the King was liable under it to serve out half the 
transportation sentence of every offender; and last year a judge in 
California sentenced a prisoner to imprisonment for ‘‘half his natural 
life.’’ Even President McKinley once commuted a death sentence to one 
of ninety years’ imprisonment, and in Sicily not long ago a man was 
convicted on sixty-three charges, being sentenced to the minimum period 
for each offence. His sentence reached out to 189 years; had the 
maximum penalty been imposed he would have been called upon to serve 
630 years ! 

It is stated that in a case at the Durham Assizesin which a prisoner said 
that he and his three fellow prisoners had been charged two guineas by a 
solicitor who appeared for them before the magistrates, Mr. Justice 
Grautham said it was an extraordinary thing that to get the services of a 
solicitor—if the statement were true —p»or people should have to pay two 
guineas. for a letter a solicitor cnar, a man of wealth 3s. 4d , and for 
an interview 6s. 8d. Here the solicitor—if, he Pa mene the — 
was true—charged four poor people two gag or appearing before the 
magistrates. Men in a better position in life had their solicitors’ bills 
taxed, and it was time something was done to tax solicitors’ charges to 
poor people. Nothing of the kind has been done hitherto, but he would 
see if something could not be done, because this was not the first time he 
had had complaints. He did not say but that in this case there might be 
some explanation. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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Mr. Justice 
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For Txroat Irerration AND Cover “‘ _—_ Glycerine Jujubes’’ 
8 prove effective. They soften and clear voice, and are invaluab:- 


alwa: 
to all suffering from Ties soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 


in labelled tins, price 7}d. es. 13d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 


pathic Chemists, London.—{Apvr. } 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Des. 2.—Messrs, Exrtis & Sox, at the Mart, at 2:—A block of Three Freehold Houses, 
with Shops, Nos 4, 6, and 8, E!gin-creseent, Not hill; let at £148 perannom. A 
@itto House, with Shop; lt at £5:. A Leasehold House, «ith Shop; let »t £55 A 
similar House, op; let at ¢65 A commodious Lea eho'd H use. with ag 2 
let at €120 Asimilar Hius- with thop; let at £100. A ditto House. with Shop; let 
at €70.- Light 13-«talled *tabling, with carriage-yard and workehops; let at £65 
Two Leiseh 1d Hous-s, with Shoos; let at £65. Two similar Houses: let at £65, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Druce & Attlee, Tondon (See advertisements. this week v. *) 

Dec, 4—Me-srs H, 8. Foster & “Ranrizco, at the Mart. at 2: Freehold Investment at 

; let at £90 per annum Solicitor BE. M Ford, Esq. Exeter —Freehold 
House: Jet at £65 ver annum; situate at Stratford. Solicitors. Messrs 
Bellord & Coveney, London.—A Freehold Double-fronted Residence and Grounds at 
‘West Ham; let at £85 per annum. Solicitor F. W Boorman, Eeq, London.—-A 
Building Laod and Three Cesechotd Houses Galicitors, Mecara, Raper & liman, 
ree ol ouses. man, 

ary toe (Fee advertisements, this week. back 

Dec. 5—Mesus. Fanrsrotuer. Bis. Eozrtox, Breacn, Gatswortny. & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2:-33, Tavistock-equare. W.C.: Cherming Residence, overlo king the 
Ornamental grounds. and fitted with the electric light, Solicitors, Mesa:s. Trinder, 
ys & oS — - aa > 8) 

Dec. 5.—Mesars. H. ‘OSTER ANFIELD, a! Mart, at 2:— 

REVERSIO. 


8: 
To Two undivided Moieties of £43 000; lady aged 71 (see particulars). Solicitors, 
Mesars Gill, Archer, Maples, & Dun, Liverpool. ‘ , 
To £200: lady aged 69. Solicitore, Mesers. Simmons & Simmons, London. 
To One-tenth of a Trust Fued of £24 090 in Corporation and India Stocks ; lady 
aged 63. Solicitors, Messrs. Gould & Swayne Glastonbury. 
To 673 Shares in the London Assur«nce Corporation; lady 80. Solicitors, Messrs. 
POLIOY , Cholmeley, & Co., London. 


For £200. Solicitor, E. Ramsey Taylor, Esq. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

Dee. 5.—Messrs. t riwsow & fons. at the Mart at 2 :—Kentish Town: Leaseho'd Ground- 

yeats of £56 per snnum; held for 65 years at a peppercnrn. Solicitors, Messrs. 

Thorneycroft & Wil is, London. (See advertisements, Nov. 23, p. 5 ) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 22, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x Cuayozry. 


Arnican AND AvsTeaian Baxkine anp Minixu Co, Lunrep —Creditors are required, on 
or before Jan 10, to names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to R. Rcmeu, 9, New Broad st, mith, 14 and 15, Coleman st, solor for liqui- 


A. B. Exicnt, Linitsp—Creditors are requested. on or before Jan 8. to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of thelr debts or claims to C. T. Viney, 99, Cheapside. 
& Webb, 8. Union ct. Old Broad st, solors to liquidator 3 
A MM. Dz Becx Luoorep —Petn for wincing up, presented Nov 19. directed to be heard on 
. Dec 4. Godfrey & Webb, 4 and 5, West Smithfield, solors for petners Notice of 
sppes must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
ec 


EssestiaL Oi Importers anv Exporrers, Limrrep—Creditors are required. on or befo 
Dec 11, to send in their names and addresses, and the names om addresses of their 
rs to Ralph Raphael 59. Moorgate st 
Lompos TuratTre Syxvicate, Limirep (1v Votuntary Liquipation) — Creditors are 
thite dikln ce dole, to Homes Wetsen, Reposted Treen. tok 
© Horace Watson ’ j e 
ion, Fleet st, solor to liquida' ors iti + rae 
Mercator as Co, a a2 Gnliee are required, on or b+fore Dec 22. to send their 
names en 22e8 the i i 
ounmes Bate Cocks fe particulars of their debts or claims, to W. H. Roe, i, 
L Lps OF Gaticia Contract Co, LimitEp- Creditors are required. on or before Jan 
7, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars aims 
Ervest Edward Collms. ™ inchester House, Old Broad st cee nee or ee 
Quezr’s Hatt Co (Binxenneav), Lontep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 6, to 
—— a oe — the particulars of their ¢ebts or claims. to Jobn 
n, » Bi 
By Hamilton 2q, Birkenhead. Thompson & Co, Birkenhead, 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay. Nov 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Con ¢ Putiay Co, Linrap—Cwedibene ane’ 
ow CLutcH axp Putiey Co, Luntep—C are reauired, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Sydney 
Herbert Morden, Breed st House. Go?fray, Broad st House, spl or for liquidator 
Epwarp Barxzs & Sons, pn ee are required. on or before Jan 4. to send 
pames and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Bainer, 34. Albion st Leeds. Nelson & Co, Leeds solors to liquid tor — 
J. B. Cuampion & Co, Limirep (1x LigmipaTion, 1x ConsEQueNce OF THE SALE TO 
Bieacuers’ Association, 1 imiTED'—Cyeditors are required, on or before Dec 81, to send 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Charles Robert 
Scholes. Castle chmbrs, Old Market pl, Bury, Grundy & Co, Manchester, solors to 


Loxpox axp Foutn Wester» Darries Co, Linrrep—Creditors are d, 

ay a send on ae 7 fm the iculars of thes .- so 

e Lt , 'etersfiel: Han Prior 

i actens Sor liquid _ _— * she ——e 

ANCBESTER AND SaLForD Mutoscorg Co, Lanirep—Creditors quis: fi 

Jan 8, to send their names and addresses, and the perticulers of theiz r+ Tapia seed 

to “r, Thomas Smethurst, 96, Pall Mall, Manchester. Boardman, solor to liquidstor 
Motor Can o Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1. to send their names 

and addresses. sno the p»rticulars of their debts or claims. to John Robbie Whamond, 

3, Crown ct Old Broad st Richardson & Co. Lincoln’s inn fields, solors to liquidator 
Sages Levere, Calin om » quired. on or before Jan 7, to send their names and 

, 7 p 

be oe in P 8 of their debts cr claims, to Francis Harry Metca'fe, 17, 

guvors Bnopsesiaw Exrtoration, Limitep—Petn for windin present 

or gue to be heard on Dec 4 Blachf rd & Co, 15, Walbrook. 80) ors — 4 = 

nny A eae must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 

Wassavu axp Tarxwa Pro b p—Cre 

fag Fo BE PERTIES, —— a en ange gm on or before Dec 3), 


names and acdresses, 
Harry Read Smith, 31, Walbrook ate Gcbts oF cain, to 








La aca To Poonam — Purcuasers anp Lzssezs.—Before pur- 
ren! a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thorough] 
Tevted and Hoported by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
- (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
- Telephone, “No, 16 Westminster.”’—[Apvr.} 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Cram. 

London Gasetie.—Faivay, Nov 15. 


Asnocrort. Perer, Golborne Lancaster, Stonemason Dec 10 Ashcroft v Ashcroft, 
Registrar. Manchester Widdows, Leigh, Lanc wter 

Broapnurst. Many, Lark hill, Ashtey, Stafford Dec 4 Gibson v Bayley, Farwe'l, J 
Ashwell, &toxe upon Trent 

Leaver, Clarence rd, Gunsersbury Dec 17 Moore v Shore, Eady, J 

, §.rjeanta’ inn, Fleet st 


London Gazetie.—Tursvay, Nov, 19, 
Gory, Ricuarp Viyran, Ist Wiltshire Yeomanry, 57, Lancaster gate Dec4 Cory v Cory, 
Goddard, Old Serjeants’ iun 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 22. 


Rozrsow, Tuomas, Tatevhill, Staffs. Gent Dec 20 Robinson vy Robinson, Joyce, J 
Braikenridge & Edwards, Bartlett's pidgs, Holborn circus 


Sore, Watiace 
“Woodbridge 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuiarm. 
London Gazetite.—Frivay, Nov. 8. 


Axnroyp, Tuomas, Halifax Dec9 Wells & Sons, Paternoster row 

AsTHony. Mary Keyre, Chalfont 8t Giles, Bucks Dee 31 Burton & Co, Surrey st, 
Victoria Embankment 

Bavtey, James Payton. Sata: Cage Dec? Jobson & Marshall, Dudley 

BatcueLor Jans, Brighton 13 Barker & Son. Briehton 

Brica ‘‘sarues. Burley in Wharfedale, Yorks Dec? Turnbull & Turnbull, Bradford 

BrowsJous, Jou, Bath Dec9 Adam & Co, Bath 

Cant, HaRRirt Dec 16 Wightman & Parker, Sheffield 

Carrer, Paiscitia, Bradford Wec 12 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

Carcupote Epwarp Gresham st, Sik Agent Dec 11 Attenborough & Son, Ely pl, 
Holborn viacuct 

Cuame+rs, Benny Sydenham hill JP Dec 21 Ratcliff & Son, J.ime st 

Culp, MarTaa Ann Pickarp, Leeds Nov 2t Beaumont & “o, Leeds 

Cuagke Many Saltley, Bumingham Dee 13 Ste oF jngham 

Cranwett, ELeanor, Leamington Spa, Warwick 3t Overell & Son, Leamington 


Danie, Jane Cuanity, Wilton cres Dec 3i Rooke & Macdonald, Bath 

Davy Euizavers, Chiswick Dec?3 Hemlin & Co, Fleet st 

Dennam Wi uam, “arisbrooke, lof W, Mealman Dec18 Wldridge & Sons. Newport 

| owntnG, Groce, Quality ct, Chancery In, Patent Agent Dec1l2 Francis, Chancery lo 

FLITCROFT, 4LEXANDER, Bindley, Lancs, Locomotive Driver Nov 25 Dootson, Leigh 

Fox Rev ArcuipaLp, Oxford Dec5 Fox & Co. Victoria st, Westminster 

FRANKENBURG, Max, Montreal, Canada, Manufacturer Dec 9 Wells & Sons, Pater- 
noster row 

Franxs. Tuomas Morris, Nempnett, Somerset. Farmer Dec 31 Inakip & Co Bristol 

GanrorTH | ae Girlington, Bradford, Tobacconist Dec7 Turnbull & Turnbull, 


Gipson, Eviza ANNE, Ly oe Dec 81 Gibson & Bond, O , Essex 

Grateix, CAROLINE JANE, Davyhulme, Lancs Dec 6 Halifax 

Hat, JonatTuan, Decl4 P & J Watson, Bury 

Harries, Esgnezer, an Nov?2i Price & Son. Haverfordwest 

Hanvey, Joun, Hethersett, Norfolk. Mechinist Dec 9 Blyth, Norwich 

Bawxes, Hosea Wituiam. Aston, Warsick Dec5 Balsen & %o, Birmingham 

Hotpen Grorcina Emma, Liverpool Dec Bremner & Co. Liverpool 

Howarp, Mary. Halsali, Lancs Dee 9 Hill & Sons, Ormakirk 

Howry. Grorcs, Sunderland Beerhouse Keejer Dec9 Bell & Sons, Sunderland 

Jackson. Bapiey CHaRizs. Bntieh Medical Officer to the Ugarda Expedition Dec 31 
Orgill, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jones, Ricn+ Rp. Scarborough, Doctor Dec24 Turnbull & Son. Scarborough 

Kave, 8a8an Fraxces, Tur bridge Wells Dec9 Stone & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Lacey, SamusL, Thame. Oxf-1d Dec 31 ker, 

Laverack, Epwim, Beverley, Yorks Dec10 Cruat &Co Beverley 

Luoyp, —¥ Hznry, Harborne, Birminghsm, Ironmonger Dec 16 


Birmingbam 
Mo‘ .ement, Rev Witi1sm Jossrnx Penarth,G@lam Dec 14 Heitzman, Oardiff 
MoGrecor, ALEXANDER Twickenbam, Linen Merchant Dec 16 Mason & Co, Gresham st 
MacBakg. Vovucias Gorpox, Whitehall ct Jan 10 Lickfold, “optha)l chwbre 
Mancu, Grorce Beaumont, Knightebridge Dec 19 Gadsden & Treberne, Bedford row 
Mitts Davin Bunderland Nov 30 Botterell & Roche, + underiand 
Nourraut, Joux, Boothfold, nr Newchurch, Lancs Nov 80 Kaowles & Thompson, 
‘Wats rfoot. nr Manchester 
Otproyp, 8aRan Any, Normanton, Yorks Dec23 Mason & Co, Wakefield 
sen ‘ — som, Headley, Hants, Mantle Manufacturer Dec9 Burton & Son, 
r 
Pickenscitt, Witt1am CLaytox, Consul General, fan Francisco, US A Dec 6 Peddar, 
Old Broad st 


Dec 14 


Awdry, 


Assert Suapws.1, Henlow Vicarage, nt Biggleswade, Beds 

& Son, Clement’s In, Lombard st 

Suezrow, Samve. Grorce, Brighion, (ab Proprietor Deeé Stringer. Brighton 

Svmyers, Thomas Sheffield. Livery Mtable Keeper Dec17 Barker. Sheffield 

wee w ee Avevustus, Hackney, Refreshment Rocms Proprietor Dec 9 Gibbs 

=" cheap 

Tuorotox. Rev Cua eues, Sleaford. Lincs Decl? Feber & Co, Stockton on Tees 

Unperwoop, Rev Cuanies Waits, Histcn, Cambridge Dec 11 Metcalfe & Co, 
Bat mond’s bldgs. Gray’s inn 

Witwamson, Ertex, Weston on Trent Dec 6 Rale, Derby 

Wit may, Axx, Haworth, Yorks Decl2 Feirar & Crowther, Bradford 


London Gaszetie.—Tuxsvay, Nov. 12. 


A.ticony, Frances F.iizazern, ®t Leonards on Sea Dec 81 Ellen, Chancery In 

Baxea, Atrrep, Bradford Nov 30 Ratcliff- & Durance, Bradford 

Betsey quay Axe, Gloucester 14, Regent's Park Dec 5 Gellatly & fon, Fen- 
urch s 


Bisser Epira Eutty Hetyya Evaieton. Leeds De 
Baazize, Conwetivs Hoddesdon. Herts, Contractor Jani L 

Cuvuacuitt, #L1zABeTH Clapham Common. Dec® Seish & Co, Wetling st 

CorreeLy, Epwarp Cuaries, Resding, Auctioneer Dec? Brain & 

Davizs, Evan. Maentwrog, Merioneth Decl Jones & Davies, Blanes’ 

Dewey, Francis Losewortu, Hodnet. Dec 18 Minor, Manchester 

Dicxesoy. Ricuagp, Dover Deol4 well & Harby, Dover 

Dotson Wiriam, Cleveland, Yorks, Accountant Dec 14 Buchannan & Richardson, 


Fisurn, Bxuizareru, Morbiton, @urrey Dec 81 Owston & Co, Leicester 

Prenon, Rowunp Jony, Bupstanton, Corn Merchant Dec8 Vir ter, Cambridge 
Fara, W1 pa, Soveritan, Westmasions Deco 2i Bolton & Bolton Kendal 

Garp, Jouyx Buipoman. oo on Thames, Epginéer Dec 15 Phillips & Boyld, Gresha 


Snurte, Rev 
Holmes 





House, Old 





hcroft, 
we'l, J 
dady, J 


y Cory, 


508, J 


rey at, 
ford 


ly pl, 


ingtoa 


ort 
ry lo 
Leigh 


Pater- 


ol 
obull, 


ec 31 


cM 


Jibbe 


Fen- 


D4 
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Maerua Axx, Rochdale Dec? Ripley, Rochdale 
Lmgdon nr Rugeley, Stsffs Dec12 Barnes & Son, Lichfield 


Del Yeoman & Waldy, 
Ghipowasr ‘Deo 16° Longden & Co, 


‘est’ Hartlepool, Grocer 


Guoner, W 
seat Hetton, Durham, 


Hsxtixc, CHARLES, waer 


Hyoz, Hexey Wriui1am, Moseley, Worcester Dec31 Pinsent & Oo, Birmingham Seu 
Dec 22 Farrar & Co, Manchester 


24 Gregory, Chichester 
, Southampton 
Actor Deo 2 Se oe 
5 Fisher, 


OHNSON. ent, Pend‘eton, Lancs Grocer 

= henge ee Dec8 Ford & ', 7. 

ag Henry, North Hayling, ee a ne 
James Ooane.ius, Southampton Jan 

=" CHARLES 4LFRED, Ubi vperfield, Herts. 

Maxsixc, Tuomas Brenxax, Warwick, Hotel Proprietor Dec 


Gill... AER Euizasetu, Brighton Dec 19 Knapp-Fisher & Sons, Eesex st, 
Strand 


Southampton Dec 2i Fitsh 
*Radnor Oec12 Vaughan, 


pieTox, Exrty, Petersfield, 
omar, Be CHARD, Liandegiey, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie-—Turspar, Nov. 19. 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 1: 
Roszsrt Francis, im? e, Boot Dealer 
staple Pet Oct15 Ord Oct 
Amended notice substituted for that ae in the 


on Gazette of Nov 
Beysett, Feepertce WitiiaM a Geile Fruiterer 
Duley Oct 3: 


Pet Oct 31 Ord 


Gog " 


London Gazetts.—Fuaivar, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aves, Joun Wittiam, Leeds, Fruit Salesman Lesds Pet 
Novis Ord Nov 18 

Austin, JosEPH, Watford, Herts, Draper St Albans Pet 
Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 

Beestzy, Wituiam Beyer, Lincoln, Market Gardener 
Lincoln Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

Bevsamix, Eowiy Hime, windeesher Swiss Co 
— aia Travelier High Court Nov 19 O: 
ov t 


Bowman Frepenicx, Walthamstow, Grocer High Court 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Brown, ALBert Grorae, Titchfield, Hants, Baker Porte- 
mouth Pet Nov 19 > Nov 19 
pus, 5 i » Lagtenaion, Horse Dealer High Court Pet 
Nov 19 


eae 5 at Bowarp. Handsworth, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet Oct8 Ord Nov 8 
Cnapwick, Wrtu1aM, Allenton, Derby, Fitter Derby Pet 
Nov 2 Ord Nov 20 
Cuampers, Gzorczk Henry, ton upon Hull, Seed 
oe t Kugston upon Huli pa B Nov 18 Ord 
ov 1 


Covseys Ann Frances, Brid Lodging house Keeper 

Scarbor ugh Pet Novis Ord ants 4 
Luxe _s EPTIMUS, Poultry Dealer 

scarborough Pet Nov19 Ord Nuv 19 

Cucnney, ArnTrHur, Chatham, Auctioner Rochester Pet 
Nov i9 Ora Nov 19 

Davirs, AnTHuR, Keyn' ham, Somerset, Licensed Victual- 
er’s Manaxer Bristol Pet Oct 10 Pet = 20 

Epwanps Joan, B ker, Neweastie on ‘fyme, Horse Dealer 
Newcastie on Tyne Pet Novi9 Ord Nov 19 

Gorpman, Lazarus, Phipp st, Curtain rd, Timber Merchant 
High ‘Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov io 

Guezy, Wittiam Lueweiixs, Uxbridge, Brewer’s Agent 
Windsor Pet Nov2 Urd Nov 16 

Hannisoy. Joszrn, Blackpool Rochdale Pet Nov 20 Ord 


Nov 20 
Emcrrt, Jous, Orm Suathict, Cattle Dea’er Liverpool Pet 
ov 
,, an Printer Wigan Pet Nov 


Huw. Heyry, Wi 
5 18 ~ Nov 
OweLL Joun, Monksw Mon, Farmer Newport, Mon 
E nag J Orhan a 
oworTH, Grover Henry -r Lancs, Labourer 
Rochdale Pet Nov 19 ‘Ord Nov = 
deere, THomas Tiley, On Commission , Scarborough 
Pet Nov is Ord 
Lancs, Joux WALLAoR, Goborn rd, Bow, Wheelwright 
High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 20 
Aurrep Isaac, Houndediteh, Sponge Merchant 
igh Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 20 
Lrvy, Jonny Wasp, St Mabya, Cornwall, General Dealer 
Truro Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Lewis, Cuantes Wittiam, Grainthorpe, Lincs, Wheel- 
wright GtGrimeby Pet Nov9 urd Nov 19 
Lewis, Davip Francis, Neath, Grocer Aberavon Pet 
Lea 8 yw  Maribo h, Wilts, Fishm 
OHN Heyry, rough, Wilts, onger 
Maun FM os Ay b Bal on Eat “t 
AR x bor: ent High 
Vourt Pet Oct 4 Ord 20" may <9 i 
Nic Ayapeat Wyu1saM Bem Common, Surrey, Grocer 
‘Dgekw, Surrey Pet N vi9 Ord Nov 19 
Ownw, Owen Wit tam Laverp ol, Tea Merchant Liver- 
peal Pe: Novi9 Ord Nov 19 
Paxgx Rosert Hzwry, Barrogate, House Agent York 
Fe. Noviw Oro Nov 19 
Pest, ALvxED ¥cLaReN, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
senna nat > Aber- 
AMES, Moun ain Ae’ ™, 
Ree'D Pet Nuy4 (nd Nov i8 reat 
i, Davi, Onrdift, outer Cardiff PetNovis Ord 


Snove, Luwis Faepesice, Clifton, Bristol, Architect 
Bristol Pet Juve it non! Nov 19 
Surry, Aaran, Holbeck Leeds P  ovi9 Ord 


Levy, 


Boeses Vivw1as, Oambrid 


Ba Jour 














Gzaat, ‘nantes, Balham 

| ae > 

Lincola’s ion | WALK«R, fpwanp, Leeds 
| Wau, Taomas, 


ETHSRED, OHAsLES 


& Co, Brighton 








Surrn, Cuantzs, and Ratru Hevay Sura, 
Cheitenham Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Nottingham Pet 


Nov 
Sraxwagp, Hewny Epwanp, ye ay ur Stowm:rket, 
olk, Uarrier's Assistant Bury St Edmunds Pet 
Nov® Ord Nov # 


Tayr1os, eneems Bown, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
Lewester a 19 Ord Nov 19 mane, 

Twompsox, Josern Hxvny, Orkiogt»n, Oum! 
Voal Dealer Workington Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

True a Worcester, Hop Merchant Worcester 0:4 
Nov 


a ‘aecnes Barnsley, Yorks, Black- 
ATERTON, 48 BIOHARD, 
smith Barosey Pet Nov 90 Urd Nov 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 19 : 


Nov 1 Ord Nov 15 
FIRST MEETINGS, 


Ames, Jouxn Wii1sam, Leeds, Fruit Salesman Nov 29 
atll Off Reo, 22, Park rw, Leeds 

Bacon, Joun ge We i geta ag 4 ae, Grocer Nov 
@ atl. Off Reo, crit: 

Bewtiex, CHARLES aewsae Thiyosta’ or ar Cons , Artist 
Nov 29 at 14.16 Cryps chmbrs Eastgate ro 

Benrtey, Susan Janz, Lalycafa, nr Conway ‘Nov 29 at 12 


pt onmbrs, row, Chester 
Bowuln, Farperick ‘althamstow, Grocer Dec 3 at 12 
~~ Bucks, Builder Nov 29 


Boyizs, Grores, 
at 12 Se “Aldare’s, 
Butt, T L, tonal, on, Gecen tans Decker Dec 5 at 12 
CaBLE, con, Mot en Boarding house 
Keeper Nov 80 at 12.30 Mi tee, 8, King oy st, Norw.ch 
Cameron, Jouy, ——) > Schvolmaster 
wee 2 at 11.30 urs House, Ni 
Cuaimrrs, Jony, , Reporter Nov 2at3 Off 
Hec syrom st, Manc Wancnester 
Curapvie, James Wittiam, Newport, Salop, Lismeed 
victualkr Nov 2 at 10.30 Messrs, Wright & 
Westhesd, 1, Martia st, Stafford 
T Wolverhampton, Tobacconist 
Dec 3 at 11 dec, Wo:verhampton 
Cuckyry, »BTHUR, Uhatham, Auctioneer Dec 9at1l 1165, 
sigh st, cochester 


Eowanbs, OHN WANiEL, Liandudoo, Grocer Dec 5 at 
Ship Hovel, Bangor 


UR, 
Dec2aciizO Off Reo, Howe stle: uncer Lyme 
Gueave, Frepesick KowLAND, Mocies, Lancs, Commercial 
Cierk Nov 29 at 3 30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancaester 
Gareenwoop, Wiutiam, Contractor Deo 24 
at 11.80 Ccuaty Coast Howse, Blacaburno 
Gairvirns, Rexs, aerthyr Tydal, Commission Ageat Nov 


Wate 13>, Bign st. Merthyr T adi 
latentam, N ae Cyele | 


Ausert VicrTor. 
Nov Sat12 Off Rec, 
HARDINGNAM, CHARLES anu wor, Wine Mer Mer- | 
chaut’s ‘ravelier Dec 5 at 10,30 Off 


blogs, Brignton 
Haxrusr, Jous, Blackpool Dec 2 at 11.15 Off Reo, 


« Bapel at, Preston 
Hexpenson, James, Kedoar, Yorks, Poultry Deer 
atic 30 Ouf Reo, albert rd, midal-svroug1 
oo Wigan, Foreman Printer Dec 2 st 8 Off | 


19, Machange st, 
Lavy, Joun Woes, 8: Ma 
Nov 80 ot tv Ulf Reo. 
Marks, Joux, a. 8 
4, Pavuiou 


vaca wen st, (ruro 
Nov #atli Off Rec, | 


Panga, Besant Hungx Harrogate = Agent Dec 5 | 

atzlo (ft ko 2, ok 

Privpy, “aMUBL jun, feilast..we, 
Off Be: -6 Prices et Ipswic 

Pivman, ‘auzeer, 

186. Bign wv at 

oe. Davw, 

ot Mary a, C 

Rickerts siFRep Joun, Ciaoham Pk rd, 

Nov +9 at 11.30 24, tailway app, 

Pracy, Swortoa va 


yr sydti 
Poulterer Nov 2 at 10 iit, | 


Builder 

a Agent | 
4 esorough 

Surrn, Autmus Holbeck, Lesds, turk Butcher Nov 29 at 





11.30 Off leo, 82 Park row, Leeds 


tomas, Kienmoaa, ca 


Sr«puewsox, ¥IcttaM, Gt Grimsby, 
} Dec 14 Page & Scorer New ian, 3trand 


Towxrxson, Frances VAterte, over 
Dec 2 


er ~ ened upon Tyne, Draper Dec 7 Maughan & Hall, Newcaste upon 
ne 
Sesnuten. THowas, are ns 


armer Ny wed = Mg tn Bol on 


Lanes, F 
Desi RC & 8 Bu 


SaLTHoUss, ORNELIUS, Colne. Lancs Hotel Keeser Deo 7 Utarks & ~* Preston 
, Wilson st, Dec 71 Moggridge, J 


Gray's ian 1d ohn st, Boi- 


Dec 81 Critisnd & Nell. Bedford row 


Engineer Dec 9 Wiking 0 Chapman, Gt Grimsby 
Liceased Victualler, or Auice CmanLoTTe Sroxes 


Des 14 Stillwell & Barby, Dover 
1 Ford & Warren, Lee‘s 
ppiang Agent Nori? Staaton & Co, | ~ a aaa 


oton. Shi 
Westrie.o, Fseorrice Jouy, ig may Parker & a we 8 Wycom 
Wi - Frepesrick, Bucks Dec 24 %s dl High 
Yates, Jonn Wri11am, Erdiogton, Warwick Dec 31 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 


Greasy, Guenes, Goultienl ox, Ou, Sold Wuljer Nov 29 

at 3 96, Temple ch 

Walthea Gneca® Herta, ‘Baddler Dec 3 

Rec, Wolverha' = er 
spp, Landon te 


at3 Or pt chmbrs, Bastgate row 
Waresr. nae gi aby = Vurny Norrsorort. Deriog 
st, Oxtord circus, Builders Dec4 ati2 Sankruptey 


Carey 
Yarzs, Wim, and Tsomas Woops. Morecambe, 
Piumbers Dec 2 at 1130 Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, 





Rosgerts, Witiiam, and Janz Ricuarvs Owes, ~~ ¥ 
nr Manchester, Woollen Merchants Manchester 


Cuampers, Gzoncz Hewry, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bezstzy, Wittuam Henry. —— Market Gardener 
i eeer fon OM tacheater ae 

ENJ AMIN, win age, 
| ee il Travsier High Oourt Bee Nev10 Ord 


Nov 19 
Boos. Bux Guan 'Cusmes. Weaieorn, Kent Maidstone Pet 
lov 1 
a Heap, ur Bury, 


‘Ironfounder Ringe ony 


Cuapwicx, Witt1AM, Allenton, Dep, Fitter Derby Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


Kingston upon Hull, Seed 
_—_- Kingston upon Hull Pad Nov 18 Ord 
ov i 


Cuark Mervyn Hayxsvury Lowruen, Harrow 8t Albans 


Conuesen, S Witi1am, Walsall, Haulier Walsall Pet Nov7 
v 16 
oma, S Faroanice, Chelsea, Cab Proprietor High Court 
Covanne, ANN ces, Bridlington, Lodging 
a rough Pet Novis Ord Nov i8 
Cross, Luxe Ssrtmics, Scarburougb, Dealer 
Scarbo: our 19 Ord Nov 19 
Cocmsen, Ae, Auctioneer Rochester Pet 
lov 19 

feweastle on Tyne, 
Newc«teon Tyne Pet Nov 19 “Ort! Nor 29 
Gazer, Epwarp J. Newoastle on Fruit Sales- 
yne Pet Nov 14 ‘Ord Nov 16 
Hapwewx, Josern Rion Leyton, 
igh Court Oct 10 Ord Nov 20 
Rochdaie PetNov 20 Ord 

Nov 20 
Hesxertn, Jou, 1 Cattle Dealer 
Hicxmax, Sam, and +. Lours LEATHERDAL®, epee 
Printers Court Pet Oct Zi Pet Nov 20 
a, coor. Wigan, Sipemae 


PetO#%2 Ord Nov 16 
2i Ord Nov 19 
Faax House 
h Pet Nov 
naan Joun, Byker, Ni Horse Dealer 
an Newcastle oa 
7 : ey Woollen 
Hanrzison. Josera, 
Liverpool Pet 
Nov i9 Ord Ni 
Printer Wigan Pet 
‘ov 18 





Cornwall, Geveral Dester 
—— enon saa DeoQat il Off Reo, 14, eel | 


=| Dec 18 at 109) | 
Painter Lec 2 at 12 | 


18 
Horwoop, Taomas ‘vox New ta Strand, Solicitor High 
Court 19 Ord Nov 


} | Sonne bene —+—* Rewtenstall, Lanes, Labourer 


ale Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 
| Jacxson, Frepreaick Jouy, Biox Staffe, Grocer 
l Pet Nov6é Ord Nov té 
| Jaq — a \- pees Agent Scarborough 
rd ‘ov 18 
| Lave i Wao 8t Mabya, Ceaee, General Dealer 
‘Truro Pet Nuv13 Ord Nov 18 


1 
4 | | Lewis, Davin Francis, aon, Glam, Grocer Aberavon 


Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
| Lonsy, Jomw — Mar‘ Wilts, Fishmonger 
Swiadon Nov 20 Ord Nov 0 
Low, James ms Aaah Gili Park, Hofield, Merchant 
Pet Oct 25 Urd Nov 19 
McCarray, yr 


Bristol, Uabiact Maker Bristol Pet Nov 
wat? Ori sow 
«sR RopertT Heaney eae House Agent Yak 
“he Nov 19 Ord Yovl 
PatTers oN, SAMUEL, Waleatt, Batter Dealer Walsall Pet 


ot 24 «ra Nov 16 
Cardiff. Provisim Merchant 
Ord Nov 13 


| Reeves. JOHN ALFaEO 
wrdiff Pet Oct 26 
| SMITH, ARTHUR Lesds Les Pet Nor 19 Ord Nov to 
| Suara. ma and Ratpa Hsxey Sarre, Ch-:techam, 
Collectors ite ham P-t Nov t¢ Ord Nov 16 
Surra, Eowaro Percivar, B Suffo 
iP Surg y &.. at Yerm wih AF 
PENCE etn, abergaveany, Moa, c Tredegar 
re Ord ‘Nov 2) 
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} os oo, om, Draper Nottingham Pet 
‘ov 
Sraxnagp, Henay 4 Stow Upland, near Stow- 
market, Suffolk, Carrier’ Assistant Bary St Edmunds 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


Tayioy, @1111AmM Epwis, , Commercial Traveller 
Leicester Pet Novi9 Ord Nov 19 


Trusts, James, Croydon, Recruiting Agent Croydon 
Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 16 
Wanxsueton, Witiiam, Der Commercial Traveller 


Derby Pet Nov 20 Ord ov 20 
Warertox, Tomas ——, Re a 
Barnsley Pet Nov 20 Ord 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auuey, Lucy, Allison rd, Hornsey 

Atizx. Wiis James Joseps, and Francois Joun Joseru 
Aen, Rupert st. Stepney, ay Manufacturers High 
Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

AnmTaGE, James, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Draper Maccles- 
field Pet Noy 23 Ord Nov 23 

Batyes, James Percrvat, Wakefield, Sains Market 
Draper Wakefield Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

BiatwistLe, Herseet, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 

Forest 


Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 23 

Bisnor, Crom CLayrorTs, + Auctioneer 
Wandsw rth Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 

Brackensury, Jonny, Bardvey, lee, , a Lincoln 
tet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Bruce, Matrnew, Pontefract, Yorks, Market Gardener 
Wakefield 21 


Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 
ey Tuomas Henry, Oldham, “Traveller Oldham 
Bourier, Ricnarp, _— Builder Portamouth Pet 
Nov 19 Ord Nov 1 
CHANDLER, Harry irae Alrewas, Staffs, Licensed 
e Lang | —— we ah Ord Noy 3. 
(ORNWRLL, Mary Breton, i Cambs, Grocer 
Cambridge Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 
Cromerton, Peter, and Wit1iam Jony | Plymouth, 
Pawnbrokers Plymouth Pet Nov2i Ord Noy 21 
Gaca. Frepericx, Kin upon Mull. Corn Factor 
up nm Bull Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
GaRLanp, tons Clevedon, Somerset, Builder Bristol 
Pet Ni Ord Nov 22 
Gos.ixcG, en Canmeon Joszrx Pa'merston bldgs 
High Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 22 
Grove, Jonny. Cardiff. Eaithonwarce Hawker Cardiff Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Gee Manu- 


Hazes, Lewis. Brick 1n, bap nage 
facturer High Court Pet Ni Ord N 

Hvpsox. Gzorcs, Putney Heath “Wandsworth ” Pet Oct 22 
Ord Nov 21 


Hvuxrase, 


Blacksmith 


Wits Hevry, Greengrocer 

wansea Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 

Mayyixa. Janes, Redruth, Commodi, Baker Truro Pet 
Nov 21 Od Nov 21 

Mircue.t, Gzorce, Ossett, Yorks, Woollen Cloth Manu- 
facturer Dewsbury Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Moses Witxtam, Shildon, Durham, Miner + ae Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Novy 22 


Naxson, Azsxery, Great ba ag st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet June 12 Ord Nov 2 

Newrox, Mary. O'd Trafford. hog Brush Manufacturer 
Chester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Patrrerman. Georce Heyey, Macclesfield, Plumber 

Pet Nov 9 dene” 
— James Epwanrp, High s spots, Colour 
High Court Pet Nov 21 ond Nov 2 

maine Epwarp Beravcnamp, and Hewer Norman 
Everarp Rocers, Mincing in, Colonial Brokers High 
Court Pet Nov2i Ord Nov 21 

Busser... Matraew Suay«s, and Stoney Henry Russet, 
Barrow in Furnes, Cabinet Makers Barrow ia Furness 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Noy 21 

Samvet, Witiism James Pontypridd, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

ScHoriep, Seve, Kawmarsh, nr Rotherham, Yorks, 
Draper Shetlicld Pet Nov a 0 Ord Nov 21 

Szyuovr, James Tuomas. Sutton Scot oe am — Nurrery- 
man Wioche-ter Pet Nov 23 O 


Snort, Rozerr, ay ee upon Hull. Biackemith Kingston 
upon Hui’ Pet ov 22 Ord Nov 22 ~ 


SrippaLt, Davin Brooxe, Dewsbury, Tinner Dewsbury 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Novy 21 

Suirn, Epwaxrp. a, >. 2 Manufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet 


Nov 22 Ord 
-4{ Cardiff Pet 


Tayior, Samvet, Cardiff, 
Oct 81 O:d Nov 21 
Owex, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon. 
house Keeper Bangor Pet Nov 22 Ord 


Tuomas, WItian 
Loaging 
Nov 22 
Waxes, Wriiuam Rosert Twickenham, Undertaker 
Brentfura Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 22 
Weuts Sevyery, Lei-ester, Boot Repairer Leicester Pet 
Nov 2t Ord Nov 21 
Weistezp, Grorcs s, Southsea, Watchmaker 
Pet Oct 22 Jed Nov 20 
Waitacer, WiLtiaM “1cHARDsON. Keighley, Yorks, Tailor 
Bradf-74 Pet Noy 21 Uro Nov 
Witxes, Moszs Middlesbrough, Clothier Middle. brough 
Pet Nov13 Ord Novy 22 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 5: 
Trewern, Mantua, and Ricwarp Sancaxt Toren, 
woe Dealers Birmingham Pet Oct 15 


Swatsea, 
22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Tuomas, Tipton, _—_ Grocer Dec4at 11 Off 
Rec, Wo verhampton st 
Avetis, Joszru, Watford Herts, Draper Dec 4 at 12 
Room 221, Temole chmbrs, Temple » av 
Guones *pwARp, Devon, Baker Dec 3 
1.90 Sanders & Son, 
, Wiruan Heyer, Fruiterer Dec 3 at 
1290 Off Rec, Lincoln 


Beysamix, Epwix Hime, Winchester rd, Swiss Cottage, 

pane oo Dec 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
ze, Carey 

Bicgrorp, Wrii1amM Grorce Tomiin, Wear Gifford, Devon 
Dec 3at2 Sanders & Son. High st, Barnstaple 

Brackensuny, Joun Bardney, Lincs, Farmer Dec 3 at 
1:.80 Off Rec, Lincoln 

Brown. ALBERT @QEORGE Titchfield, Hants. Baker Dec 8 
at3 Off Rec, Camoridge junc. L gs P rtvinonth 

Brucs, Matruew, Pontefract, Yorks, 


Market ‘tardener 
Dec 5 at 10.15 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, W. akefield 

Burier, Ricnarp Sou Builder Dec 3 at 8.80 Off 
Rec, june, st, Portsmouth 

Burier, Rickarp Rowase Hindsworth, Grocer Dec 4 at 
12 174, “orporation st, Birmi: 

Ganrm, JosePa, Plymouth, . Accvuntant Dec 4 at 11 6, 

ter, 

Cuamnzns. Gzonct Henry. Kingston upon Hull, Seed 
Merchant DecSat2 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Cm, Ayn Frances, Bridlington, Lodging house 

Keeper Dec 6at1130 74, Newborough. eee 

Cross, Luxe Septimus, Scarborough, Poultry Dealer Dec 
6at1 74, Newborough, Scarrorough 

Davigs. ArTHuR, Keynsham, Somerset, Victual- 
—  paecaad Dec 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

Devey, JoserH, Handsworth, Building Suteates Dec 5 
atil 174, Corporation st. Birmingha: 

Epwarps, Joun, Byker, Newcastle = Tyne, Horse 
Dealer Dec Sat 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Evans. Joun Bensamrx, Pendarren, Merthyr Tydfil, 
——— vec 4 at 3 135, High st, Merthyr 


Ty 
Cone a Clevedon, Somerset Builder Dec 4 at 
114 ff Rec, 26, Bal4win st, Bristol 
me... Fk. ArtHug. West Vale, pr Halifax, Joiner 
Dec 5at8 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Hapwey, Josgru Bicuarp. Leyton, Essex, Commiesion 
Agent Dec9at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Haweixs, Wittiam Wesper, Dover Dee t 5 at 9.30 Off 
Ree, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
Hepces. Exvisan Tuomas, South be nig = ” aad Dec 4 
at 1230 24, Railway app. poame Oe 
Hott, Atyeep. Manchester. Pianf te Deter Dec 4 at 
2.30 ff Rec, Byrom st, Manchestar 
Hucaes, SamveL JOB, Cheadle, » staffs, Insurance Agent 
Dec'S atl Off Rec. 4 Derby 
Jaques, Tuomas. A Sash om /.. Dec 6 
at i230 74 Moubwonsh Scarborough 
Last, Fraeperick D. or pl, Baker Dec 6 at 2.30 
nk: uptey blégs, Carey 
Levy, ALFRED Isaac, Hounddit Sponge Merchant 
Dec9at12 Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 
Maxyive James, Redruth. Cornwall, Baker Dec 5 at 12 
Off Rec Boscawen st. T:uro 
PatrreyMan, Greack Henny. Macclesfield, Plumber Dec 8 
at ll Off Rec 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
Powz.t, James, Mountain Ash, G Innkeeper Dec 3 
atlé 135. Bigh et, Lamm Tydfil 
Rayp, Mary Jane, Aart , Durham Dec3atl11 Off 
Lee, 22, Park row. 
Rayment Fereperick Cuarves, Barlsfield, Grocer Dec 3 
at 1130 24, Railwav app, London Bridge 
Roserts, Wittam and Jang RicHarps ed Mauchester, 
Dec 6at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Suove. Lewis Frepeaick, Clifton, Bristol, Architect Dec 
4at12 Off Rec, 24, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Sippatt, Davip Brooke, Geass Tinner Dec 5 at 11 
Off Rec, Bsnk chmbrs, Batley 
Surru, Cuag_es, Birmingham, eon 4 pesmenge Dec 
5at12 174, Corporation st, Birmi: = 
Sauitx. Epwarp, Batley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer 
Dec5at3 Off Rec, Bank chambers, Ba 
Swirs, CHasB_es, and Ratra Henry Suirxa, Cheltenham, 
— Dec 6 at 230 County Court bldgs, Chelten- 
am 
SmitTH. Reowss. Northampton, Lod Dealer Dec 8 at 11 
Off Rec, bridge st. Nor‘hampt n 
Spinks, Henny Snein Draper Dec4at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
astie pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Sraynarp. Benry Epwarp, Stowupland, nr Stowmarket, 
Carrier’s Assistant Dec4at2 36, st Ipswich 
Srorey, CHABLES, Elksley, Notte, Farmer Dec 3ati2 Off 
Ree, Lincoin 
Tuomas, ANN, Swansea, Hosier Dec 4 at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
Alexengra rd, Swansea 
Tucker. CHArLoTre, Beckenham, Farmer Dec 4 at 11 3) 
24, Rai way a p, London Bridge 
Turner, Manrua, and Ricnuarp Sarcayt Turver, 
i m, Meat Dealers Dec6atil 174, Corpora- 
tion st, Riresloghas 
Turvy pt Witt 1AM, and oo Carueton Biyru, 8t 
bans, Engineers Dec 3 at 12 Off Rec, 96, Tempie 
fi Temple av 
orm 7 Paururp, Gt Dunmow, Essex, Decorator Dec 4 
Shire Hall, imsford 
Scan ‘beams Aurnep, Worcester, Hop Merchant Dec 4 
atlt 45 Copenhagen st st. Worcester 
Waterton, THomas RICHARD, Barnsley Nance Blacksmith 
Dec 4 at 10.80 Off Rec Begent st, Barns) 
Wuiraxer, Wii11am Ricuanpson, Keighiey. Yorks, Tailor 
D-c8atll Off Rec 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Wisz Jonny, Lifton, Devon, Farmer Dec 3 at 11 6, 
Athena-um ter, Plymouth 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
ARMITAGE, , Sant, eet Drapet Macclesfield Pet 


Nov 23 
Bacay. James Percrvat, Wakefield, ‘Market Draper 
Wakefield Pct Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
noe. ‘zon. CiayrortH, Fest Hill, Auctioneer 
Wandsworth Pet N:wv 20 Ord Mov 21 
Burackespury. Jou, aaae, Lines, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Bavce. Matrarw, Pontefract, Yorks, Market Gardener 
Wakefield Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Buckey ge > io, Oldham, "Traveller Oldham 





“Pet Nov 





Buu, Ta TLasanve, Leyienstone, Wenslll 

ULL, BOPHILUS ZARUS. 

High Court Pet Nov 1 ol Nov 23 
Southsea, Builder Portsmouth 


Burter. Ricwagp. 
° Nov 5 vena ching - Sel 
HEADLE, James Writtam, Newport 2p, » Tcenael 
tualier Stafford Pet Nov 4 Ord 
Cornnwett, Mary Beeroy, West Weatting,- o mh 
Grocer Cambridge Pet Nov18 Ord Nov % 
CrowrueEr, JoszrH Scarier, Morley, Yorks, Cloth 
a bag 2 Dewsbury Pet auf’ -L A “Ord Nov 21 
a EORGE ogy Ly! a use Furnish: 
woastle weastle on Tyne Nov7 Ord’Nov 22 
Pons — Mee ae my a Yorks, Chemist Dep, 
ag, A Oct 7 Ord Nov 1 
Gace EDERICK, Kings‘on cael Hu'l, Corn Facy 
Kingston upon Hull P+t Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Gotpman, Lazanus. Phipp st, Curtain‘rd, Timber 
High Court Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 28 
Green, Wittiam LiueweLiyy } ane , Brewer’ 
ma Windsor iy : Ord No 7 oe * Ae 
ERIS, rm rick In, itechapel, Leather 
High Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Noy 22 Ore 
oon. Joux, Monkswood, Mon, Farmer 
mF kt a 
m4 Est WALTER, ise st, Marylebon 
Retailer High Court Pet Sept 20 ” Ord Nov a ies 
Houxrasie, Wiit1am Henry, Swansea, Greengrog 
Swansea Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 7 
Lewis, Cuartes Wittiam. Grainth rpe. Lincs, Whe 
wright GcGrimsby Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 21 
Mannina. James, Redruth, Cornwall, Baker T 
Nov 21 Ord Nov = 7. 
Mircue.t, Gzorce, Ossett, Yorks, Woollen Cloth Mam 
facturer Dewsbury Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 
Moses, Witu1am Shildon, Durham, Miner Du 
N aig ry Trafford, B eal 
EWTON ARY, b) rush Manuf 
Chester Pet'Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Nice ae Wittiam, Ham Common, Surrey, Grow 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 23 
Owen, Owen Wixtram., Liverpool, Tea Merchant Live. 
P pool — (9 say *aatigg teed 
ALFBEYMAN, EORGE ENRY, acclesfield, Pi 
Macclesfield Pet Nov9 O:d Nov 22 . 
Popmorz, Perer, eaeeten, Salop, Farmer Stafford Py 
7 as boog Sn 
‘OWRLL JAmeEs, Mount Ash, Gl Innkee Mow. 
tein Ash Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 22° ™ 


noe a Cardiff, Poulterer Cardiff Pet Nov18 On 
ov 1 


Rocers, , oe Beavucuamr, and Henry Norw 
Evezarp Rocers, Mincing In, Colonial Brokers High 
Court Pet Nov21 Ord Nov 21 

Samu ye Wim Some eae, Grocer Pontypridi 


Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Scuorietp, Ruru, nr Rotherham, York, 


Rawmarsh, 
Draper Sheffield Pet Nov ‘OL Ord Noy 21 
Snort. Rosert. Kingston upon Hull, Blacksmith 
upon Hall Pet Nov 22" Ord Nov 22 — 
Sippatt, Davip Brooke Dewsbury, Yorks, Tine 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Smaet, Witt1am Paton, Whitley Bay, Northumberlani, 
Painter Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov6 Ord Novi 
Surru, Epwarp. Batley, Yorks. Woollen Manufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 


Suitu, Epwix Ficc, Smallberry Green, Isleworth, Fait 
Grower Brentford Pet Nov2 Ord Nov #0 


Wittram Owen, Penmaenmawr, Carnarwm 
house Keeper Bangor Pet Nov 22 Ori 


Worcester, Merchant 


Tuomas, 
Lod 


‘ov 
Taytor, Rosert ALFRED, Hop 
Worcester 


Ord Nov 23 


Weis, Henny. Leicester, Boot Repairer Leicester Pa 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 2t 
Warraker, Wiiiiam Ricnarpson, Retatiey, Yorks, 


ailor Bradford Pet Nov 21 Ord N 
Wericut, Epwix, and Epwarp Wittiam tell Nosti- 
CROFT, we J st, Oxford circus, Builders High Cout 
Pet Oct 80 Ord Nov 21 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Kiextey, James, South Shields, Solicitor Newcastle 
Tyne Adjud Nov 29, 1892 Annul Nov 14, 1901 





All letters intended for publication in th 
‘¢ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested thal 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE {N ADVANOE, which it- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Pos 
age, 528, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrappe, 
268. ; by Post, 28s, Soxtorrors’ JouRNAl, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bownd at th 
office—cloth, 2s, 9d., half law calf, 5s. 64. 
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Wiebe Oot in a Bd apeyy 4 — Office in 


MERRYWEATHERS’ | #2tePSes 27552 


xXECUTORS HIP and TRUSTEES’ 


XMAS PRESENTS (@) | === 























LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
Por Vacancies in Town and , or for Introdue- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring apply to 





J. HARCOURT SMITA, 


The Best caaian to make. , "Seale sis Ceaee ae 


Late or 63, Cuancery 
SS = ; W.B.—MOBTGAGE SECURITIES ~<a 


Old-established Firm of L Gower 


om MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE FIRE APPARATUS ae ee Read 
FOR INDOOR PROTECTION. ait. mete for conversion nto Limited 


«London Brigade ’’ Hand Fire Pump. Recut, care of FW Wile 


60, Li 
Complete with Hose and Jet, in handrome Pail, anape 
and delivered Free in United Kingdom ... HANCERY LANE.—Lar; 
(With which one ra can oem a fire unaided, and by which three-fourths 4 pt Pa ean to be LET upon 
the fires in Lon are put out every year. r 
° occupiers, Alexander & 
«Chute ’’ Fire Escapes, moved to now wortn, aller of a A —— age 
of seneme. 5 Soy to Messrs. Tuurcoop & Manrrim, 
Lonsdale-ch Chancery-lane, 























For escape from Upper Windows, made to fit coy window 


frame; can be kept under dressing-table .. .from £5 0 0 — = 
Write for Pamphlets, post-free. Ca ee bg ey be Lt, trom eee 


MERRYWEATHERS’,¢ 63, Long Acre, W.C.. LONDON. THEATRES. 























NOW READY. _ REEVES & TURNER, THIS EVENING, at 5. THE BELLE OF New 


3 Sul): Whe! 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. “he 
Lveries Velusd ov Purchased, Toom Gans, — Dupont, Alice ian Rose Kerker, 
A Large Stock of Seornd-hand Reporte and Text-books | Mary Gibson, roe 
‘ways on 2. 


—_ THIS EVENING, at 8. 316, Tuan TOY: Messrs. Huntley 
100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. Wright, Fred pa Colin Coop, Scott Russell, A. 


gg we Ethel 
aa SOME CHEAP REPORTS. -@ Irving, tive, Morrell F- aset, oon, 
Law Reports (Tue), 1876 to 1900, tute and emngiein, * Coffin. 
eh een, 206 Ws See ee 
nice se 
Director, Arthur Collins, 
“ae ee vols, fall | at 7.45, THE GREAT MILLIONAIRE Messrs. Charles 
‘ Fulton, Farren jharles Allon, Altred 
; Mesdames 
Madge 





Law JourNAL nl 1889 to 1896, with Statutes, &. ; 
194 vols., half-calf sound condition. 
—. 1863 to 1896, with Statutes, &c. ; 114 vols, half- calf, 


7 C? ] 0 2 fair condition (no Ligests). £28. 
- WwWiLDT & Sonmws, MARKET. 
Lixcouy’s-1nn Ancuway, Carry-staeet, Lonpon, W.C. m4 RVENING, st 820 _ SECOND IN Lo = 


de, Aynesworth, Hi 
CONTAINING Sleath, Aubrey Fitzgerald, Wilfred Forster, G. M. Graham, 


: ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., | Qusttemon.G a, Trollope; Misses Sybil Carlisle, Faany 
Complete Legal Directory mann. see Colman, Mave SHER MAJESTY'S, 


TO-DAY, at 8.15, THE LaST OF THE DANDIES: 
Tree, Edmund Gerald Lawrence, H. B. 





FOR J. @. WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


Warner, Rob 
England and Wates. ME, 0. SPURLING, M.A, B.C.1. (Oxford, |i ite, 8. Cookson, Julian 1 atrange, Francs 
, , ey a ee ais uM. 
List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- | Gommon Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues PREPARE | pars EVENING, at8 8 LYCRUM, HOLMES: 


aIs 
: for the Bar and University Law Examinations by Day, liam Gill w. L. Abingdon_R Delmore, Percy 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents | frening, or Pos Dried 8 Herbert, Faller Mallish, H. McArdle, wv. Bvan, 


t. 
j " Universit Examinations, 1900.—10 Pupils (all those sent | w Heaton, ; 
acting for Foreign Parts. up) succesful Harmoa, Ho gg 
. Examinations, March, 1901.—25 sent up, 21 passed, | p pt an, 
Recognized everywhere as the Best and 4 obtainin SS ‘we. 8ST, JAME?’ 
. * . Address, ew-court, 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors | —- staan eee an TO-DAY. Ree ca OF THE NIGET 
; R. W. G. CHAPMAN (First-class | Home PF. hy Emmy ey 
and Barristers 
’ . Honours and Clifford’s-inn Prizeman at the January Papping ; Misses a Wataoa, Kate Bishop, Grace 
Brenine be a —- Saks wy a on | Lane, Ne ae 
elf. preparation for the ogee nal, or Hon-urs 
Examinatio. of the Law societ: ow the otain 15, THE WILLOW PATTERN, 
Prices: 3s. 6d., vg The and 8s. 6¢., mucooes iooluive tee for advice and a fall instructions One followed by 1B AND LATELE ILE CHRISTINA: Mewrs. 
1e in advance.— addr eas, HAPMAN, A. Lytton, Thorndike, 
according to Diary Space. <r Graystioarea Wo. Walter Passmore, ~~ 
EPREL * Isabei Jay, Louie Pounds, Agaes Fraser, Gaston Murray, 
WATERLOW BROS & LAYTON HT AW.—Solicitor fot dmitted 1899), with ten | Jessie Pounds, and eg 
: bi D. 
4 ’ 8 Ome A ete Te nnee of Belicitors Journal | ‘TO-DAY. at 8, A CHINGSE HONEYMOON: Mossre 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. | 2 Chaneery-lave, We. 8 Bord~Jones, 


: AW —Advertiser (Jan., 1898) Desires ie. 
JUST PUBLISHED, Price 10s. 6d. cnpegest a Chi ( a 1) 
preferr . 


SIMONSON ON RECONSTRUCTION AND | Pvferc!..t, tice coaystsnt cw. scam 
AMALGAMATION OF GOMPANIES. |7.0 youna SOLICITORS. — Farsisned 


WITH FORMS AND PRECEDENTS. Room to Let, in the Office of a Setctn near ine 
Courts ; safe and paper case; use of lib 

of clerks, or seat for one.—Apply, by letter, ©, Furr, 49, 
Fieet-street. 


























EFFINGHAM WILSON, 11, Royat Exonanas, E.C, 
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SPECIAL NOTICE 10 CIGAKETTE CONNOISSEUES. 


&, ow) 
Cigarettes, 
Acknowledged by the whole Legal Profession to be 
the sicapatel GEARS TS ever  seEpaed, 


The “LEGAL” Paes are iaietitien rolled A taal 

the most experienc-d Cigarette makers. The To 

most carefully blended to euit the taste of the bese “n- 
noiereurs, and are sold in three diffrent kinds : — 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN BLEND - 1/9 for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 
and 7/- for 100. 

EGYPTIAN BLEND No. 1-—1/- for 18; 2/9 for 50; 
5/6 for 100. 

STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA 9d. for 20; 1/9 for 5C; 
3/6 for 100. 

One of each of the “ Legal” Cigarettes will be sent post=free on 

receipt of name and address. Apply to— 
L. 


FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





ESTABLISHED 18651. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southamp , Ohancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
Of ontheminimum monthly balances, Mp ° 
© when not drawn below £100. 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
23 » on Deposits, repayable on demand. 91: 1. 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBE ‘K ALMANACK. with full particulars, 


post-free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No, 5 Houvorr. 


hori) Ai 











HEATING STOVES. 


CLARK'S PATENT HYGIENIC 
mar = 6S YPHON’ STOvEs 











NO FLUE REQUIRED, 
NO SMOKE. NO SMELL. 
NO DIRT OR TROUBLE. 


An Ideal Stove for Offices, 

Studies, Entrance Halls, Bed- 
rooms, Conservatories, &¢ 

—_—— 10: — 

To be obtained of all Ironmongers, 

Stores, and Gas Companies. or of 

By Works. Parks staves, mE. 

phon Wor! 

Islington. London, WN. 























Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS-YN-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 


Shooting —19,000 —. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 
References— 


Dr. Gro. Savacr, 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London. 


Dr. D. Fennrer, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Dr. WALKER, J.P., 


oa Dinas Mawddwy. 
‘Teoatment or INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 








Telegraphic Address: ** Binxerck, Loxpor.” 


Telephone: 602 Holborn. 
EDE AND SON 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
BY SPRCTAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Ooroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 





For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG. 
Medical Superintendent. 





| THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFOR®O, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 
For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 


| Inebriety and Abuse of Drugs. Healthy employment and 


recreations : Workshops, poultry farm, gardening, cricket. 

tennis, billiards. &c. Nine acres of Grounds. Electric light 

throughout. Terms 1} to 2} Guineas weekly. No Extras. 
Apply to Resipent ae hg SuPERINTENDENT. 


INEBRIETY. 





MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: J. : me NEALE, M.B., 
M.B.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. RIL , Aseoc. Soc. 
Study of pane Thirty earl Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 





93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. | 
- AUTHORITY | 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHare Crrivricates, Desentures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat BRaLs designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers. Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


| 
} 
| 
} 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE Ss 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Aets, 
By Franci*J.Gueen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 








‘BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 
Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, dc, 


Of all Chemists and Grocers. 





PRAND & CC., LTD., MAYFAIR, , & MAYFAIR 
WORKS. VAUXHALL LOR 8.w 
7, OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
4 Regent’s Park, are now OPEN pay (exept 
Sundays; on 9 a.m, bray Tiga Admission 1s. 
days nc ea ping tae oteunt additions 
iow pouiag ule aay hag 


GEZCOQPF 


LAW STATIONERS. 
PRINTERS. 


a 


LITHOGRAPHERS, 


SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXE 


LONDON MADE. BEST QUALITY. 


From m 8/6 each. 


IHustrated Catalogue free on  applieatiell 
191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, 
SHORTHAND AND ND TYPEWRITING. 


TREADWELL & WRIGH 


L. of 8.W., N.U.T. 
33 COHANOCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WE 
AND TYPISTS. 
EstTasuisHEeD 1845. 
The ates en appointed by the Court in P 
vate Examina’ 


tions under the 
er 4 
Legal and General Verbatim end Condensed Repo 
f Legal, Literary, and General Type Co 
= ag th Clerks f for Ienengendies endl Luseeail a 
Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on the premisg 
Country orders returned same day if required, — 








Special Advantages to Private Insurers. % 

THE IMPERIAL onsvrance compam 
umirev. FIRE, 

Established 1803, a 

1, Old Broad. E.C., 22, Pall Mall, S.W., and @ 

lane, W.C. q 

meme = £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, q 


Funds over £1. 500,000. 
£. COZENS SMITH, General Manager, 





| PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 
49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, Lond 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: | 


w | | 40, CHANCERY LANE, 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
Sum Ivsured in 1900 Exceeded £450 000,C 





INSURANCE OB 
Founded 1710. 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS, 


EPP s’§ 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCO 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 











